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The major purpose of this inquiry was to study the re-
lationship of selected institutional practices to the level
of satisfaction and internal usefulness of the accredita-
tion self-study process among a select group of community-
junior colleges within the New England region. Specific
attention was given to the extent and sophistication of in-
stitutional research and planning as ongoing processes.
Selected problem areas identified for additional analysis
included perceived level of institutional improvement and
cause, specific focus of the self-studies conducted, per-
ceived motivation and perceived commitment of the leaders
of the institution to productive self-study.
Fifty-two community- junior colleges out of a total of
80 within the New England region were selected to partici-
pate. To be eligible to participate institutions had to
have experienced accreditation review for reaffirmation
V
purposes at least once. The useable response rate to the
survey was 71% or 37 institutions.
The major findings of the study reflected a significant
lack of involvement in and knowledge about alternative forms
of institutional self-study. Additionally, continuous,
broadly conceived, fairly complete programs of institutional
research and self-study were determined not to be widely
present in community- junior colleges. The planning/research
function within community colleges is still not well devel-
oped and in most cases not functioning at all. The study
indicated further that for those institutions that do have
\
a fully developed planning/research capacity they were more
likely to participate in alternative modes of institutional
self-study, be more pleased with the results, and more able
to perceive that real institutional improvement has occurred
in specific areas of the college.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION TO THE PROBLEM
General Statement
To establish a proper context for review of this study
it would seem appropriate to provide a brief overview of the
historical development of accreditation within higher educa-
tion and its initial purposes.
One of the primary methods for maintaining standards
of education in the United States is accreditation. Through
%
this process an agency or organization evaluates and recog-
nizes an institution or program of study as meeting certain
predetermined qualifications or standards, and issues a
public statement to this effect. Accrediting agencies rely
upon the educational institutions themselves to maintain
their educational programs in such manner as to conform to
standards that are applied by the agency after they are coop-
eratively developed. This method of developing and maintain-
ing standards contrasts with the system which prevails in
most other countries. Commonly, a ministry of education or
similar government agency creates educational institutions
and authorizes them to offer specified programs of instruc-
tion in accordance with standards established by the govern-
ment. Such a system does provide a means for the more ready
establishment of standards and for greater national uniformity.
1
2The Constitution of the United States made no provi-
sion for such national involvement in education. Conse-
quently, a decentralized system for maintaining educational
standards came into being, and accreditation became an
important element in this system (Porter and Selden, 1977)
.
A prelude to accreditation was introduced in 1787 when the
New York State Board of Regents was required to visit every
college in the state once a year and to report annually to
the legislature. Similar requirements existed in no other
state. In time New York modified their approach by develop-
ing a non-governmental system of maintaining academic
standards
.
Various bodies such as the American Association of
University Women, the University of Michigan, and the Univ-
ersity Senate of the Methodist Espicopal Church did perform
certain functions similar to those later incorporated into
accreditation. However, the first bona fide accrediting
activities were performed in the field of medicine. The
initial list of classified medical schools was issued in
1906-07 by the Council on Medical Education of the American
Medical Association. This major step laid the groundwork
for the later closing of many schools which, in the opinion
of the AMA, were offering inadequate training. It also
prompted other schools to improve their educational offer-
inas and strengthen their admission requirements. The
3Flexner report in 1910 stimulated activity that let to rapid
and significant changes in medical education (Flexner, 1910)
.
The American Bar Association took notice of the develop-
ments and a few years later followed the pattern of standard-
setting established in medicine.
By the end of the 1920 's, accreditation was initiated
in such specialized fields as landscape architecture, library
science, music, nursing, optometry, teacher education, and
collegiate business education. There followed in the 1930's
%
similar activity in chem.istry, dentistry, engineering, for-
estry, pharmacy, social v/ork, theology, and veterinary medi-
cine. Today, more than fifty fields in postsecondary educa-
tion are subject to specialized accreditation conducted
through the direct or indirect involvement of several times
that many national organizations and thousands of indivi-
duals (Porter and Selden, 1977)
.
Institutional accreditation may be traced to the list
of accredited colleges and universities issued in 1913 by
the North Central Association of Colleges and Secondary
Schools. The need for this type of accreditation occurred
because of the lack of common standards among institutions
calling themselves colleges or universities.
The Middle States, New England, North Central, and
Southern regional associations initially were created to
develop and maintain a method of articulation between the
secondary schools and the colleges for admissions
purposes.
Thsy soon discovered, however, that their informal proce-
dures did not meet fully the needs of their members.
There evolved, therefore, a concurrent activity de-
signed to protect the member institutions from competion
by other institutions considered to be deficient, inade-
quate, or unethical, as determined by the inability of
the institutions to meet requirements for membership in
associations
.
To enforce their membership requirements it was natural
that the associations eventually would require institutions
seeking membership to be inspected and to meet certain es-
tablished standards. Meeting these standards resulted in
accreditation of the institution which, in turn, qualified
it for membership. By the early 1950' s, institutional
accreditation was a requirement for membership in each of
the six associations of colleges and secondary schools that
now, collectively, span the nation and its territories.
Initial purposes of accreditation . In both specialized and
institutional accreditation the primary purposes of the
sponsorship of this standard setting activity were:
1. establishment of minimum educational standards; and
2. insistence on the maintenance of minimum education-
al standards for protection of the public, the
institutions, and their graduates.
Concurrent with and related to these two purposes was recog-
nition of the need to assure comparable minimum educational
5preparation of the students being admitted to the institu-
tions and to their specialized programs of study.
Recognizing that insistence on the maintenance of mini-
mum standards merely for initial accreditation was insuffi-
cient, and prodded by the stronger institutions whose quality
far surpassed minimum standards, the accrediting agencies
later developed a third purpose for accreditation, and espe-
cially for reaccreditation namely;
3. stimulation for continued self-improvement by the
institutions and programs.
A fourth purpose or role accreditation also emerged;
that of:
4
.
protection of institutions from improper external
or internal pressures.
Recent attention has been given to the existing and
future role of institutional accreditation, vis-a-vis re-
gional associations, the federal government, and member in-
stitutions. Of particular concern has been the emerging
emphasis being placed on improvem.ent and outcome-oriented
self-studies and the role of institutional planning and re-
search efforts in the accreditation process. Regional asso-
ciations, charged with the responsibility of responding to
this concern, have developed specific alternative approaches
to self-study which build upon the planning/research efforts
of the institutions and specific issues and/or problems that
may be current for the campus.
6These developments have taken place in response to the
criticisms that the comprehensive form of institutional self-
study, once an institution has established its basic accre-
ditability, is too time consuming, expensive, restrictive
in its focus, and to a great extent does not provide the
college with the opportunity to get beyond the study pro-
cess and its dimensions in order to focus on the problems
which the college faces. Kells (1977) has stated that.
In a sense the medium becomes the message. The
acts of describing the elements of the colleges
and the committee processes and the attendant
political aspects of self-examination so dominate
the collective consciousness that there is little
time to focus on the identification or the formu-
lation of workable solutions to problems. To in-
volve and enlighten campus participants is an im-
portant goal of self-study, but just as in the case
of some campus governance processes, the process
itself often smothers more useful activities.
In response to these issues, regional associations of-
fer institutions a variety of alternative modes of conduct-
ing institutional self-study; they are:
1. Comprehensive self-study . The basic types of insti-
tutional review is comprehensive self-study, in
which every major aspect of the program, the govern-
ing and supporting structures, resources and ser-
vices, and educational outcomes is appraised in
relation to an institution's self-defined objectives.
A comprehensive self-study is usually the de-
sirable one unless an institution has recently con-
ducted a thorough and comprehensive self-evaluation
7on its own or has a regular program of internal
institutional research which would render this ap-
proach repetitious or unprofitable. Even then,
the Regional Commissions may require it.
2. Comprehensive with certain emphasis . This is a
variant of the basic comprehensive self-study,
useful for institutions wishing to give special
attention to selected areas or issues within the
context of their overall objectives and perform-
ance. This option involves a general review of ob-
jectives and programs, and supporting elements, fol-
lowed by an examination in depth of those aspects
which are of primary significance to an institution
at a given time - (Middle States Association of Col-
leges and Schools, 1977) . An institution might
find it useful, for example, to place special empha-
sis in its self-study on its charter and trustees,
its faculty and teaching practices, and/or on the
outcomes of its total operation.
The self-study report covers both phases. The
"studyguide" materials may be used as the basis for
the general part, or the institution may create its
own format. The analysis of the report on the spe-
cial emphasis may be presented in whatever manner
seems appropriate. The areas of special emphasis
selected should be ones of current and significant
8concern for the institution and ones on which exter-
nal judgment and criticism are desired and likely
to be useful, and which are significant indices of
the competence of the institution's educational
performance. Both the format and the selection of
issues are to be determined in, or after, discus-
sions with the staff of the Regional Commission,
and filed with the appropriate Commission. Members
of the visiting Committee are selected in large part
with the nature of the special emphasis in mind.
3. Selected topics approach . This option represents
a concentration upon certain areas, units, or as-
pects of the institution, when the basic accredita-
bility of the institution can be readily verified,
and intensive study of selected functions or parts
or chosen aspects of its work promises to be illu-
minating of the whole, and more profitable for the
institution (New England Association of Schools
and Colleges, 1976).
After discussion with Commission's staff, the
institution electing this option presents, early
in the self-study period, a detailed plan of action
for approval. The self-study then produces:
(a) a relatively brief introductory paper setting
forth the institution's aims and objectives,
describing its organization, programs,
9resources, and outcomes, and providing such
quantitative data as are necessary; and
(b) information in depth on the chosen areas or
topics
.
The visiting team is selected accordingly and
instructed to develop from the special topics a view
of the institution as a whole.
4. Current special study evaluation . An institution
making or about to make a comprehensive and inten-
sive study of its educational program for curricu-
lum revision, long-range educational planning, or
similar purposes can request acceptance of report
of such study in place of a more conventional form
of self-evaluation (New England Association of
Schools and Colleges, 1976).
Where intensive self-study is to be carried on
over a period of several years, with different as-
pects of the institution subjected to analysis in
successive years, the product of such self-studies
may be reviewed by small visiting committees each
year, with an overall review at the conclusion of
the total study.
After discussion with Commission's staff, a
detailed proposal is presented, with evidence or
the institution's ability to carry it out effect-
ively, or, if already complete, evidence that it
10
has been a significant enterprise. If the Commis-
sion approves, it is then decided what further
steps are necessary.
5. Continuing institutional research evaluation . This
option represents the acceptance of the product of
an institution's regular program of institutional
research in fulfullment of the self-evaluation re-
quirement, without further documentation other than
an 'introductory statement. Such a procedure can
only be considered when the institutional research
covers the general range and outcomes of an insti-
tution's operation (New England Association of
Schools and Colleges, 1976).
It is essential to view the concept of periodic improvement-
oriented (as opposed to externally focused) institutional
self-study coupled with institutional research programs as
directly related to effective institutional management and
functioning. As McKenzie (1969) has indicated, effective
institutional or other management includes a cyclical pro-
cess of planning, organizing, staffing, directing, and con-
trolling. Periodic self-study and institutional research in
colleges and universities should be seen as fully congruent
with the "control" function in traditional management cycles
or schemes. Both Kells (1977) and Richardson (1977) assert
that, "If self-study and institutional research function
11
well/ they provide feedback for continuous program and in-
stitutional improvement and serve as a basis for useful pro-
gram and institutional planning."
This concern is particularly important for community-
junior colleges, which because of their very nature (com-
munity based, usually locally supported, and responsive to
community needs for services and programs on both short/
long-range ^basis)
,
must place a great deal of emphasis upon
the planning/management/evaluation functions of the institu-
tion.
It is important, therefore, to study examples of seri-
ous, participatory institutional self-study on their behalf
in order to consider the extent to which particular approaches,
procedures, and related institutional characteristics may be
associated with the perceived effectiveness of the process.
Past research efforts by Kells and Kirkwood (1979) have
indicated that associate degree-granting institutions are
disproportionately represented among those institutions that
had participated in alternative modes of institutional self-
study, and particularly the Selected Topics Approach. Their
study pointed out that the profile of use of various forms
is a good general indicator of the capacity of institutions
to carry on institutional research.
Those institutions with strong, active research capa-
cities choose the less comprehensive forms to focus on
areas not recently studied. Those institutions with small
12
or non-existent or non-active study capacities find it neces-
sary to undertake more comprehensive forms. Further, the
Kells-Kirkwood study underscored the relationship (high and
positive) between the planning/institutional research capa-
of the institution and satisfaction with the process.
One might assume from the results of this major study
that the community- junior colleges are carrying out the plan-
ning/instivtutional research functions with a degree of so-
phistication and commitment that allov;s for participation in
more specifically focused self-study. However, ample evi-
dence does exist to the contrary, and it is this apparent
contradiction that has been a major factor and influence
on this investigation.
Purpose of the study . The purpose of this inquiry was to
study the relationship of selected institutional practices
to the level of satisfaction and internal usefulness of the
accreditation process. Specifically, the inquiry focused on
the extent and sophistication of institutional research and
institutional planning as ongoing processes. The researcher
sought to identify specific institutional self-studies where-
in community colleges had satisfactorily completed the self-
study process in a manner that was cost-effective and facili-
tative to institutional goal attainment. By concentrating
on the community- junior college level of participation and
dealing with the specific problem areas identified previous-
ly, it was expected that the study would generate valuable
data and information, which could provide institutional
13
administration at that level with sound guidance and direc-
tion regarding institutional self-study, methods of improv-
the process, and the role of ongoing planning and in-
stitutional research efforts.
Sub-problems
. Specifically, the researcher concerned him-
self with the following research questions:
1. V)hat was the level of perceived institutional
improvement which had occurred?
2. What was the level of perceived satisfaction with
the process?
3 . What was the probable cause of improvement?
4. What was the specific focus of the study (if any),
the rationale for same, and the perceived relation-
ship to institutional mission?
5. What was the perceived motivation of the institu-
tion as it undertook the study?
6. What was the perceived commitment of the leaders
of the institution to productive self-study?
7. What was the perceived degree of usefulness of the
study to the institution and to thG visiting team
which followed the study?
8. What was the perceived capacity of the institution
to conduct institutional research and planning, and
the perceived relationship with same to satisfac-
tion with the self-study process and goal attain-
ment?
14
In seeking answers to these stated research questions,
the investigator tested the following hypothesis;
1. that there was a positive correlation between the
institutional research and planning capacity of the
institutions and participation in non-traditional
forms of institutional self-study;
2. ^that there was a positive correlation between
satisfaction with the process and participation
in alternative self-study formats;
3. that there was a positive correlation between the
perceived level of internal usefulness and parti-
cipation in non-traditional self-study; and
finally,
4 . that there was a negative correlation between per-
ceived level of institutional research and plan-
ning and participation in the comprehensive ap-
proach to institutional self-study.
Delimitations . Out of necessity, the researcher confined
himself to a target population that consisted of only com-
inunity junior colleges. Institutions within the six-state
New England region participated in the study . The resear-
cher was sensitive to the fact that the data generated by
the study would not necessarily be generalizable to the
rest of the country.
Given the stated criteria of the regional associations
for participation in the non-traditional approaches to
15
self-study, the investigation was limited to those institu-
tions that participated in the process as a means of reaf-
firming initial accreditation. The study attempted to soli-
cit the views of coordinators of the self-study process, the
chairpersons of the steering group, or the chief executive
officer of the institution and/or his/her designee. Past
research^ efforts (Kells, 1979) have demonstrated that this
was the most feasible approach, since these individuals
have proven to have the fullest access to facts about the
process; would probably be more aware of the initial atti-
tude of institutional leaders; the motivations for, and
knowledge of the process by different kinds of people on
the campus; and would be in a position to best assess the
outcomes, strengths, and weaknesses of the process.
Basic assumptions .
1. The decision made by community- junior colleges to
participate in non-traditional forms of institu-
tional self-study was a conscious and deliberate
choice for reasons that could be identified.
2. The self-study coordinators would provide a rea-
sonably unbiased assessment of the campus self-
study process.
Need for the study. The major rationale and need for the
study follows.
16
To date, no systematic study has been initiated which
reflects upon and examines the specific role of community-
junior colleges in the accreditation process and in parti-
cular alternative modes of institutional self-study. The
emerging role of institutional planning and systematic re-
search within the community college is one that has received
a high degree of attention and concern. Past research docu-
mentation had indicated that, on the whole, the existing
capacities of the institution to develop and implement a
continuous, broadly conceived, and fairly complete program
of institutional research and self-study has been limited.
Similarly, complete programs of useful ongoing studies of
goal achievement that is, outcome studies, are also not v/ell
developed. Both are still in embryonic stages.
On the other hand, criticism of the self-study and ac-
creditation process which research has indicated is directly
related to the institution's ability to carry out these
functions satisfactorily, has been pronounced. Criticism
dealing with time required, cost effectiveness, and impact
upon the institution have been primary. In fact, most col-
lege administrators faced with the prospect of self-study
for initial or reaffirmation purposes are anxious about the
tasks awaiting them. Because accreditation in either case
is not only a desired goal, but given the "federal
connection
a requirement, colleges anticipating self-study
often exper-
ience the institutional equivalent of an
approach-avoidance
conflict.
I
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Prior research (Kells, 1979) has indicated that, at
least in one region of the country, associate degree-
granting institutions were disproportionately represented
among those institutions who v/ere sampled and who had opted
for the Selected Topics Approach. Further, satisfaction
with the choice of self-study form in light of institutional
circumstances were significantly associated with perceived
satisfaction. This researcher felt that these issues re-
quired further examination given the fact that limited at-
tention has been devoted to them.
I
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
The researcher has extensively reviewed the prior ef-
forts of others in the field in an effort to synthesize and
digest works that have some degree of relevancy with the
study. It is important to point out, that to date, no study
has been initiated on a national level that concerns itself
with community- junior college participation in the accredi-
tation process.
The major efforts that have been carried out which do
have some relevance to this study are outlined below. It is
fair to say that institutional self-study has not been the
major focus of most research efforts that have taken place.
Puffer et al. (1970)
,
in their landmark examination of
institutional accreditation in 1969, presented for the first
time some descriptive information on self-study processes
which had been completed in the 1960's, but the subject mat-
ter was not examined with any degree of detail. Warner s
study (1977) of the impact of accreditation in senior insti-
tutions in the Western Association region treated self-study
as a part of the accreditation process with respect to the
majority of the institutional aspects examined, but did not
analyze the self-study process itself. He determined that
representatives of the senior colleges in that region thought
18
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the emphasis on self-study in the accreditation process was
"about right," and his major finding was that self-study
was viewed as somewhat more important in its effect on the
institution than was the evaluation team visit.
Donaldson (1960) in the late 1950 's analyzed thirty-
eight liberal arts curricula self-study projects which had
been supported by the Fund for the Advancement of Education
during the previous decade. His study, though limited in
scope and not oriented to systematic analysis of collected
facts and opinions, stands as the best early examination of
this important process. Donaldson concluded that self-study
was an important concept, one which could lead to better cur-
ricula and general improvement of higher education through
identifying problems and stimulating action to solve them.
He further pointed out the essentials of leadership, resour-
ces, communication, organization, and follow-up as necessary
ingredients for a successful self-study. He identified poor
design, lack of clear purpose, inexperienced coordinators,
weak communication, "rigged processes," impolitic language,
and lack of plans for adequate follow-up as typical weak-
nesses in the self-study projects.
Romaine (1975) conducted a research study to ascertain
the perception of collegiate institutions about selected as
pects of accreditation as conducted by the CIHE of the North
Central Association. Specific concerns were (1) to determine
overall member institution satisfaction; (2) to ascertain
20
present contributions and future expectations; (3) to exa-
mine possible criticisms; and (4) to review reactions to
proposed modifications. Given the nature of this inquiry
(i.e., the evaluation of NCA's existing and future role of
institutional accreditation)
,
specific attention to the
self-study process was lacking. One highlight of the study
that does have some degree of relevancy to the proposed mo-
difications, indicated that their greatest concern was that
the Association should increasingly stimulate and support
adaptability and innovation in m.ember institutions.
Andrews (1978) conducted the first national study on
institutional accreditation with the emphasis being placed
upon the development of evaluative criteria for the accredi-
tation of non-traditional education. Specific goals of the
study were; (1) to identify essential elements that should
be present in the various types of non-traditional programs
that lead to some form of degree and/or certification; (2)
to develop a classification of the types of non-traditional
study programs; (3) to develop guidelines, criteria, and
evaluation procedures for non-traditional education programs
and institutions for use by accreditating commissions; and
(4) to propose policy changes for consideration and adop-
tion by the Council on Postsecondary Accreditation.
One of the major recommendations of this recently com-
pleted project, which reinforces the intent of this study,
is that the accreditation process must focus, much more
than
L
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it has, on educational outcomes. The study team concluded
that the only way to evaluate a great variety of educational
forms and structures is to emphasize the results of the edu-
cational process rather than the process itself or its struc-
ture or sponsor. Further, it recognized that accrediting
bodies cannot have two sets of criteria—one for traditional
institutions and one for non-traditional . Therefore, it
was recommended that greater attention be given to educa-
tional outcomes in the total accreditation process.
This major study did provide substantiative corrobora-
tion of those prior efforts that had been underscoring the
need for the development of new approaches to institutional
self-study which would more readily allow for outcome-oriented
evaluation to occur.
Kells (1972; 1976 :^) and Dressel (1971:4^) have argued
that with the accelerated growth of higher education and the
accompanying need for better planning during the last two
decades, institutional self-study has received attention
that requires changes in the theoretical constructs for im-
proving the Drocess. Kells (1972) has pointed out that new
forms have been adopted by the Middle, Western, and New
England regions for use by colleges and universities prepar-
ing for review by an accreditation organization. The forms
have been used to foster institutional improvement and plan-
ning. They use topical and problem-oriented approaches or
integrate self-study activities with a planning process.
22
They strive to institutionalyze processes of in-house re-
search, the results of which help in decision making and
institutional improvement. Kells further pointed out that,
"because of the press of normal campus business and since
most self-study designs call for extended commitments of
Participants, the new self-study processes are not often
adopted.
"
In the absence of studies to document the extent of use
of the new self-study forms, Kells and Kirkwood (1979)
launched a major retrospective study on the subject which
addressed the period of time (1972-77) in which most of the
experimentation with new forms was undertaken in the Middle
States region—the region in which the major thrust toward
more flexible approach had been undertaken on a broad scale.
The relevance of the data to this study has already been dis-
cussed. More specifically, the Kells/Kirkwood study reflec-
ted a disproportionately high level of participation in the
new forms of institutional self-study by community- junior
colleges. It underscored the relationship (high and posi-
tive) between a planning/research capacity of the institu-
tion with satisfaction with the process, but did not include
a detailed analysis of data relating specifically to the
community- junior college. One interesting observation made
about those institutions which conducted other than compre-
hensive self-study was that, "when given a chance to focus
upon high priority, pressing and/or politically acceptable
r
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topics, institutions showed greatest preference for curricu-
lum or program studies and for perennial favorites, govern-
ance and organizations." The authors further stated, "It
is heartening that almost four out of ten institutions seemed
to be involved in long-range planning, but disheartening or
at least surprising to see the low frequency of focus on
institutional study capacity, remedial/developmental educa-
tion, general education, and the library/learning resources
area, all of which would seem to be essential areas of study
and development in the 1970 's and beyond." These same con-
cerns are raised and shared by this researcher.
Of equal interest and concern is that a number of stud-
ies in specific states have underscored the lack of planning/
research efforts in community- junior colleges. Illustrative
of this problem, is that the latest compilation of work on
the community- j unior colleges by Monroe (1975) , institutional
research, planning, and m.anagement are not treated as major
functions v/ithin the college. In fact, they are not even
listed in the book's subject index. A status survey on in-
stitutional research in Ohio's two-year campuses conducted
by Hazard (1977) , indicated that only six of t.he two-year
campuses had a person responsible for IR on a full-time
basis, while 32 percent of the campuses required less than
25 percent of a staff m.ember's time in the planning/research
function
.
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This apparent contradiction, i.e., the disproportion-
ately high use of self-study forms that require on-going
planning/research efforts by institutions characterized as
having a noticeable lack of same, was the major motivation
for pursuing this investigation.
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CHAPTER III
PROCEDURES
The methodology utilized was very similar to the metho-
dology employed by Kells and Kirkwood in their 1979 study.
The primary rationale for selecting this approach was to
establish a data base from a regional sample which dealt
specifically with community-junior colleges in an effort to
make a more thorough analysis that would be readily compara-
ble. Secondly, it would allow for the maximum utilization
of the existing data base to supplem.ent that which would be
generated through this study.
Specific steps and procedures that were followed:
1. The researcher worked directly with the regional
association and the New England Junior College Coun-
cil in soliciting their support for the study (See
Appendix A for letters of support and endorsement)
.
2. The 1979-80 Directory of the American Association
of Community—Junior Colleges was used to identify
the total number of institutions within the New
England Region. The total number identified for
screening was 80.
3. The regional association identified each of the in-
stitutions (community- junior colleges) that had
during the period 1970-78, participated in institu-
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tional accreditation, and satisfied the criteria for
Participating in the research project. Given the
stated criteria of the regional associations for
Participating in the non-traditional approaches to
^®^t“Study, the investigation was liinited to those
institutions that participated in the process as a
means of reaffirming initial accreditation. Similar
criteria were utilized by Kells and Kirkwood (1979)
in their major study on institutional accredita-
tion. Appendix B provides a full listing of the
participating institutions identified by the New
England Association. A total of fifty-two (52)
institutions were selected for participation.
4. The researcher appointed a regional advisory commit-
tee consisting of delegates and/or representatives
of the regional association and the New England Jun-
ior College Council to advise him throughout the study.
The New England Junior College Council in the pro-
cess of endorsing and supporting the project, agreed
to permit its Standing Committee on Accreditation
to serve as an Advisory Committee to the research
study. The membership of the advisory committee
was as follows:
Dr. Arthur Kinney
President
Mattatuck Community College
Waterbury, Connecticut
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Dr. Arthur Kaley
President
Mount Washusetts Community College
Gardner, Massachusetts
Dr. Brian Carlson
President
Mount Ida Junior College
Newton, Massachusetts
Dr . Lloyd Van Buskirk
President
Leichester-Becker Junior College
Worchester, Massachusetts
Dr. Robert Weller
President
Mitchell College
Mew London, Connecticut
Dr. William MacLeod
Director of Evaluation
Commissioner on Institutions
of Higher Education
New England Association of
Schools and Colleges, Inc.
Burlington, Massachusetts
Ex-Officio
5. An instrument was developed to collect data on the
specific sub-problems identified (See Figure 1)
.
The instrument was the same version utilized in the
Kells/Kirkwood study (permission granted) . Given
the fact that the instrument utilized by the two
researchers had already been pre-tested, modified
and tested for its validity, no effort was made to
pre-test the revised instrument for the purposes of
this study. Nevertheless, the researcher did uti-
lize the expertise and counsel of the advisory com-
m.ittee members to review the instrument and to make
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FIGURE 1
Collected Via thG Survey Instrument
Institutional Characteristics
Size
Age
Sponsorship
Disciplinary Profile
Research/Planning Capacity
Campus Structure
Collegiate Structure
Time Since Last Process
Degree Offered
Process Characteristics
Form of Study Process*
Size of Steering Group
Composition of Steering Group
Number of Workgroups
Average Size of Workgroups
Total Number of People
Involved
Participation Level by
Type of Member in the
Academic Community
Use of Goal Achievement
(Outcomes) Studies
Length (Time) of Process
Cost of Process
Workload Subsidy for Coor-
dination
Perceived General Motiva-
tion
Perceived Commitment of
Institutional Leadership**
Any Special FOCI
Breadth of Special FOCI
Rationale for Special FOCI
Year Study was Initiated
Satisfaction Measures
Perceived Improvement
Satisfaction with Choice of Form
Perceived Usefulness (by Various Workgroups)
Strengths of the Process
Weaknesses of the Process
Source of Improvement
Perceived relationship between Planning/Research
Capacity and Outcomes
* See Chapter I for the description of commonly used forms.
** As perceived by the self-study coordinator or self-study
steering group chairperson
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suggested changes and/or improvements. None were
required, except those modifications which were
needed to reflect the specific target population
of community-junior colleges.
6.
The instrument was designed with response scales to
gather both nominal and ordinal data for the factual
and opinion items. The researcher utilized the Sta -
tistical Package for the Social Sciences for the
purpose of analysis. Specific application for this
study centered on determining frequency distribu-
tions (by number and percentage)
,
producing cross-
tabulations of specific variables, and to measure
the degree of association of two variables based on
the distribution of frequency counts in two by two
contingency tables utilizing Chi-Square. Relation-
ships were judged to be significant at the .05
level consistently. A copy of the instrument uti-
lized for the research study is attached (Appendix
C) .
7. The researcher made use of the central Computer
Services Center of the University of Maine where
all responses were reviewed, coded, keypunched,
verified, and analyzed.
8. Instrument was mailed directly to the Chief Execu-
tive Officer of each institution and/or the past
30
chairperson of the campus steering committee. The
mailings included:
(a) letter outlining the nature of the project
—
goals/objectives/expected outcomes
;
(b) accompanying letter of endorsements from the
New England Association and the New England
Junior College Council;
(c) copy of the instrument; and
(d) a self-addressed, stamped envelope.
All surveys were designated with a simple numerical
code to identify non-respondents. Surveys were sent
to 52 designated institutions who had been identi-
fied by the New England Association.
9.
Two-weeks after the mailing, a second mailing was
sent out to non-respondents, which included a let-
ter of reminder about the nature and extent of the
study and the researcher's interest in involving the
institutions in the research study.
10. Two-weeks after this mailing, step eight was repeated
for non-respondents with appropriate modifications.
11. Two-weeks later, direct telephone inquiries were
made to non-respondents to provide for further en-
couragement .
12. Returned surveys were processed as described.
Results of the study have been examined and incor-
porated into an analysis and included in Section IV
(Interpretations of Findings).
13.
CHAPTER IV
INTERPRETATIONS OF FINDINGS
Consistent with the design of this study, the investi-
gator attempted to establish a specific basis for determining
how self-studies are carried out by reviewing the responses
to the instrument by community- junior colleges. Do general
patterns exist in the way in which these processes are struc-
tured, led, funded, and otherwise conducted? What are the
perceived motivations for these studies? What are the levels
of participation by faculty, staff, board members, and stu-
dents? What was the level of perceived satisfaction with the
process? What was the level of perceived institutional im-
provement? Probable cause? What was the specific focus of
the study (if any) and the primary rationale for same? What
was the perceived motivation of the institution as it under-
took the study? What was the perceived commitment of the
leaders of the institution to productive self-study? What
was the perceived degree of usefulness of the study to the
institution? What was the perceived capacity of the insti-
tution to conduct institutional research and planning and the
relationship with same to satisfaction with self-study pro-
cess? All of these questions were pursued via the survey in-
strument. Facts and opinions concerning them were provided,
in most cases, by the person who coordinated the self-study
effort on each campus.
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In the process of addressing both the major focus and
sub—problem areas identified for the study, the researcher
assembled a detailed description of the general institutional
«
characteristics and relevant process characteristics of the
self-studies employed (See Figure 1, page 28) .
As indicated previously, the instrument was mailed to
52 community- junior colleges, selected for participation by
the New England Association of Schools and Colleges, Inc.
Each of the institutions selected had participated in the in-
stitutional self-study process at least twice (initial and
reaffirmation) . The response rate to the survey instrument
v/as 83%. However, a handful of respondents (6) had indicated
a reluctance to participate due, primarily for two reasons:
(a) the institutions were moving towards the status of four-
year degree granting institutions, and/or (b) the time since
the most recent self-study was of such duration that the ad-
ministration did not feel comfortable in participating due
to personnel turnovers, or that the elapsed time precluded an
appropriate response. After factoring the six non-participat-
ing institutions out of the respondent category , there re-
mained a useable response rate of 71% or 37 institutions.
General institutional characteristics . The respondent group
does not appear to be substantially different in institu-
tional characteristics from the total universe of community-
the New England region (See Table 1)
.
junior colleges in
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TABLE 1
COMPARISON OF SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENT
GROUP WITH REGIONAL POPULATION
REGIONAL
(N = 80)
RESPONDENT GROUP
(N = 37)
Sponsorship
Public 66%
. . . . 70.3%
Private 34% . . . . . 29.7%
Size
Fewer than 5,000 students • 89% . . . . . 94.6%
More than 5,000 students • 11% . . . . . 5.4%
Age
Fewer than 10 years old . . 20% . . . . . 13.5%
More than 10 years old • 80% . . . . . 86.5%
A much more detailed summary of institutional charac-
teristics of the respondents appears in Table 2.
In general, regardless of the form or design of a self-
study, the processes are coordinated by a group usually called
the steering committee, and the executive functions for that
group are arranged by its chairperson or by a self-study
coordinator. The effort is usually assisted by the institu-
tion's administrative staff, particularly by officers with
access to data or a special understanding of the issues under
study. The primary energy is geared to special committee
work each with a particular focus of study and usually
34
orchestrated by the self-study coordinator of sub-committee
chairpersons. The following was found to be the way in which
these committees were employed and describes the structure of
the self-study processes.
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TABLE 2
DETAILED SUMMARY OF GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE RESPONDENTS
N = 37
CHARACTERISTIC FREQUENCY
Type of Accreditation Review
5-year review 64.9%
10-year review 35.1%
Institutional Sponsorship
Public 70.3%
Private, non-profit support 29.7%
Private proprietary 0.0%
Campus Structure
Single campus institution 94.6%
One campus of multi-campus institution 5.4%
No campus (campus-free college) 0.0%
Degrees Offered
Liberal Arts and Sciences only 5.6%
Predominantly liberal arts and sciences with
some career offerings 25.0%
Predominantly career (including vocational
technical) with some liberal arts and sciences 58.3%
Career (including vocational-technical) only 11.1%
Age
New (less than five years old) 0.0%
5-10 years 13.5%
11 - 25 years 56.8%
More than 25 years 29.7%
Size
Less than 1,000 students 40.5%
1.000 - 5,000 students 54.1%
5.000 - 15,000 students 5.4%
More than 15,000 students 0*0^
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General characteristics of self-study process . As can be seen
in Table 3, the majority of the institutions (63.9%) took be-
tween 9 to 12 months to complete the self-study process. It
is interesting to note that 88.9% of the institutions who res-
ponded to the survey indicated the self-study took 6 to 12
months. This is inconsistent with the study conducted by
Kells and Kirkwood (1979) which found that two-thirds of the
institutions took 12 to 18 months to complete their self-study.
Since the majority of these institutions were baccalaureate
and graduate degree granting institutions, it is possible
that institutional differences relating to degree level and
size, etc., may be the causative factor. Further discussion
on this point will take place later on.
The respondent institutions employed an average of 4 to 6
committees (mean value 5.2) in addition to the steering group,
with 59% of the institutions using from 4 to 12 committees.
Most of the institutions used an average committee size of 4
to 6 people (mean value 5.8) with 67.9% of the institutions
employing the average size of 4 to 9 people. Of the respond-
ent institutions, 24.3% employed committees at all. This
latter figure is significantly higher than the 5% figure cited
by Kells and Kirkwood for their respondent group. Because
of
the unique characteristics of community- junior colleges, i.e.,
primary function of teaching, advising, and community
services
restraints, the general perception is thatand given budgetary
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TABLE 3
DETAILED SUMMARY OF SELF-STUDY PROCESS EMPLOYED BY RESPONDENTS
N = 37
PROCESS CHARACTERISTIC FREQUENCY (%)*
Length of Self-Study Process
6 mo 25.0%
9 mo 30.6%
12 mo 33.3%
15 mo 8.3%
18 mo 0.0%
21 mo 0.0%
24 mo 2.8%
More than 24 mo 0.0%
Cost of Process
No idea
0 - 2500
2501 - 5000 . .
5001 - 7500 .
.
7501 - 10,000
10,001 - 12,500
27.0%
40.5%
21 . 6 %
5.4%
2.7%
2.7%
Number of Committees Utilized for Self-Study
in Addition to Steering Committee
None
1 - 3
4 - 6
7 - 9
10 - 12
13 - 15
More than 15
24.3%
13.5%
24.3%
18.9%
16.2%
0 . 0 %
2.7%
Average Size of Committees
1-3 people
4-6 people
7-9 people
10 - 12 people
13 - 15 people
Over 15 people
21.4%
42.9%
25.0%
10.7%
0 . 0 %
0 . 0 %
* Percentage of Respondent Institutions
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these institutions are hard put to allocate more personnel to
the self-study effort regardless of its perceived importance.
.However, it would appear that once having made the commitment
to involve study committees, the respondent institutions in
this study did so at a higher level than that reported by
Kells and Kirkwood for the Middle States region.
The extent of the effort as indicated by these data is
not matched by a correspondingly large direct expenditure of
funds to support the self-study process. Of the respondent
institutions, 40.5% spent less than $2,500 in direct out-of-
pocket expenditures and a total of 62.1% spent less than
$5,000 on these lengthy, participatory processes. Clearly,
these costs do not include a complete accounting of the time
spent by the participants but rather their own estimates of
same. Yet, the direct expenditures of funds is small compared
to the apparent commitment in terms of time and effort. Kells
and Kirkwood (1979)
,
when reviewing comparable results in
their study reflected that, "It could be argued that self-
study projects are a bargain. On the other hand, one could
wonder about the apparent limited funding of a large, poten-
tially, useful high priority project. The possibilities of
benefiting from systematic analysis of collected data from
students, faculty members, alumni, records and the like a
costly process—would seem to indicate large expenditures.
This was not found to be the case in either the Middle States
or New England regions for the period of 1971-1979.
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levels
. The levels of participation achieved
in the self-study process of the respondent institution are
presented in Table 4. It appears that there does exist a
k
practical limit of 75 persons involved in self-study activi-
ties for the respondent institutions. This figure may be de-
ceiving, however, when one notes that better than a third
(37.8%) of the respondent institutions involved a total of
0 to 25 persons in their institutional self-study. Given the
fact that over half of the respondent institutions (54.7%)
were in the 1,000 to 5,000 student range, it is rather sur-
prising to note the degree of involvement on the part of the
total staff. The previous figures cited for the numbers of
committees employed in the self-study process (average of 4
to 6 committees) provided additional assurances. It is in-
teresting to note that 59.5% of the respondent institutions
listed as a major strength of the self-study process the fact
that "active participation by desired people was achieved."
For further details see Table 13.
Regarding the proportionate participation levels by type
of group in the academic community , one is surprised by the
rather high degree of participation in the self-study process
by faculty and administrative staff. Of the respondent insti-
tutions, 61.1% indicated that more than half of their college
faculty were involved in the self-study activities. For ad-
ministrative staff, 41.7% of the institutions indicated that
more than half of this total constituent group was involved.
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TABLE 4
DETAILED SUMMARY OF PARTICIPATION LEVELS
OF RESPONDENT INSTITUTIONS FOR SELF-STUDY PROCESSES
N=37
FREQUENCY (%)•
Total Number of Persons included in Self-Study
Process Committees, Specific Assignments, etc.
0 - 25 37.8% 101-125 2.7%
26 - 50 27.0% 126 - 150 0.0%
51 - 75 21.6% 151-175 0.0%
76-100 10.8% 176-200 0.0%
More than 200 0.0%
Percentage of Total Constituent Group Which
the Number Above Represents, by Group.
Example: What % of the total faculty (full-
time and part-time) did the faculty
members in the above group represent?
Faculty
1 - 5%
6 - 10 %
11 - 15%
16 - 20%
Administrators
1-5%
. .
6 - 10 % . .
11 - 15% . .
16 - 20% . .
3.0%
0 . 0 %
0 . 0 %
0 . 0 %
5 % 15.2%
Board Members
0 %
1 - 10 %
11 - 20 %
21 - 30%
76.5%
20 . 6 %
2.9%
0 . 0 %
31-40% 0-0*
41-50%
More than 50% 0.0%
Students
0% 33.3%
0. 1 - 0.5% 24.2%
0.51 - 1.0% 9-1%
1.1 - 1.5% 15.2%
1.51
2.1
3.1
4.1
2 %
3%
4%
5%
More than
2.8% 21-30% 13.9%
19.4% 31 - 40% 2.8%
5.6% 41-50% 8.3%
5.6% More than 50% .41.7%
5.6% 21-30% 5.6%
2.8% 31-40% 11.1%
2.8% 41-50% 8.3%
2.8% More than 50% 61.1%
Percentage of Respondent Institutions
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The average respondent institution had 41 to 50% of the total
faculty (mean value 41%) and 31 to 40% of their total adminis-
• tratives staff (mean value 31.4%) involved with the self-study
process
.
When compared to the study conducted by Kells and Kirk-
wood (1979)
,
it would appear that the level of student and
Board member involvement is significantly lower in the New
England region. Of the respondent institutions, 33% indicated
that no student involvement occurred compared to the 9% figure
cited by Kells and Kirkwood. Likewise, 76.5% in New England
compared to 48% of the respondent institutions in the Middle
States region indicated that no Board members were involved
with self-study activity. In the former case, it should be
noted that 48.5% of the respondents indicated that anywhere
from .1 to 1.5% of the total student body was involved with
the self-study process. Given the often cited unique charac-
teristics of the community college student population, i.e.,
low-income, and a significantly high proportion being employed
part-time, it would appear that the respondent institutions
are doing well to involve these numbers of students (albeit
limited) in self-study activities. In regard to Board mem-
ber involvement, it is disheartening to note that a signifi-
cant majority of the respondent institutions did not involve
Board members from the community at all. Given the community
orientation that has characterized these institutions, coupled
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with today's financial and other related problems, it appears
• to be not only shortsighted but also inconsistent with their
basic institutional mission.
Steering Committee
. Kells and Kirkwood (1979) have indicated
that the structural organizations used in self-studies are
very important process dimensions. Central to the total pro-
cess is a steering committee which designs and organizes the
study in light of institutional circumstances, is usually ac-
tive in selecting the workgroups and their members, and coor-
dinates the ongoing activities. The steering committee is
usually the key body in interpreting the results of the stu-
dies and deliberations, as well as in the formulation of recom-
mendations for institutional change and improvement, the lat-
ter being the major outcome of an effective self-study process.
Table 5 provides detailed information on steering commit-
tee composition for the respondent institutions. The average
respondent institution used a steering group of 7 to 9 people
(mean value 7.4), and 70.2% of the institutions had steering
groups with 4 to 9 members. The average institution had a
steering group membership composition of about 34% for adminis-
trators, about 54% for faculty and about 4% for students.
Trustees, local community members, and alumni were almost ne-
gligibly involved. These data are consistent with the data
reported by Kells and Kirkwood (1979) , although the student
level of participation is less (4% in this study compared to
10% in the Middle States region) . The profile of membership
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TABLE 5
COMPOSITION OF STEERING COMMITTEES
INSTITUTIONAL SELF-STUDY PROCESS (N - 37)
DESCRIPTORS FREQUENCY {%) •
Size of Steering Committee
3 or less people .... 5.4%, 10 - 12 people 18.9%
4-6 people 40.5% 13 - 15 people 5.4%
7-9 people 29.7% More than 15 people .... 0.0%
Not appropriate 0.0%
Composition of Steering Committee (approximate %)
Administrators
0% 5.4% 41 - 50%
1-10% 18.9% 51 - 60%
11 - 20% 10.8% 61 - 70%
21 - 30% 16.2% 71 - 80%
31 - 40% 8.1% 81 - 90%
91 - 100%
16.2%
10 . 8 %
2.7%
0 . 0 %
5.4%
5.4%
Faculty Members
0 % . . .
1 - 10 % . . .
11 - 20 % . . .
21-30% . . .
31-40% . . .
Students
0 % . .
1 - 10 % . .
11 - 20 % . .
Board Members
0 % . .
1 - 10 % . .
11 - 20 % . .
Community
0 % . .
1 - 10 % . .
11 - 20 % . .
Alumni
0 % . .
1 - 10 % . .
11 - 20 % . .
0..0% 41 - 50%
10.,8% 51 - 60%
5..4% 61 - 70%
2..7% 71 - 80%
16 .2% 81 - 90%
91 - 100%
38.,7% 21 - 30%
48..4% 31 - 40%
12..9% 41 - 50%
82..8% 21 - 30%
10..3% 31 - 40%
3..4% 41 - 50%
92.9% 21 - 30%
7.1% 31 - 40%
0.0% 41 - 50%
90.0% 21 - 30%
6.7% 31 - 40%
3.3% 41 - 50%
13.5%
5.4%
13.5%
16.21%
8 . 1 %
8 . 1 %
0 . 0 %
0 . 0 %
0 . 0 %
3.4%
0 . 0 %
0 . 0 %
0 . 0 %
0 . 0 %
0 . 0 %
Percentage of Respondent Institutions
0 . 0 %
0 . 0 %
0 . 0 %
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^dniinis tirstors up to s 10V©1 of 80% of th© st©©^!]!!^
group composition. Faculty membership was spread through th©
rang© all th© way to 91 to 100%, and reported student, trus-
tee, community, and alumni membership only to the 30%, 10%,
and 20% levels, respectively.
Primary motivation and leadership commitment
. A problem area
addressed by this study was the level of perceived motivation
and the perceived commitment to the self-study process of the
top managers and other institutional leaders. These two vari-
ables are key aspects of any administrative action and of the
management process itself. The instrument attempted to ga-
ther information on these items. Table 6 provides a detailed
analysis of the major responses to these areas of concern.
About 35% of the respondent institutions indicated that
their primary motivation was External ( "Coiranission requested
it”) as opposed to just over 48% who cited Internal factors
as being the major motivating factor. In other words, the
institution had undertaken the effort to accommodate its own
need for internal review. When asked about what the major
feelings were of those who were actively involved in the self
study process concerning the reasons for conducting it, the
respondent institutions cited two external factors ("NEASC de-
mands it" and "To get ready for evaluation") with equal inten-
sity (48.6%), and internal factors at a level of 40.4%.
The
figures do not total 100% because the respondents could
and in
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TABLE 6
DETAILED ANALYSIS OF PRIMARY MOTIVATION AND LEADERSHIP COM^IITMENT
OF RESPONDENT INSTITUTIOUS TO INSTITUTIONAL SELF-STUDY PROCESS
(N = 37)
FACTOR FREQUENCY (%)
Motivation
- Eternal (Comnission requested it) 35.13%
- Internal (Institution preferred a
thorough review at the time) 37.83%
- Internal (Too long since major review conducted) .... 10.8 %
Leadership Commitment
(When listed as a strength)
- Great commitment to conduct study
for institutional improvement 43.2 %
- Strong, appropriate support and leadership
provided at the top of the institution 51.4%
Major feeling (s) of those actively involved in
the self-study process concerning the reason (s)
for conducting it.
- "We have to do it; NEASC demands it" 48.6%
- "We have to get ready for evaluation" 48.6%
- We should do this for our own pur- 40.4%
poses (improvement, change, etc.)
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some cases did indicate more than one of the major motiva-
tions .
These results appear to be significantly different than
the results reported by Kells and Kirkwood, which indicated
that 70% of the respondents to their study indicated that the
perceived motivation for the study was internal and improve-
ment-oriented. This factor is addressed later in the study.
The extent of top leadership commitment was explored in
questions selected to identify perceived major strengths and
weaknesses of the process. About 51% of the respondent insti-
tutions listed high commitment of the institution's leaders
as a strength, while 8% listed the absence of such leadership
as a major weakness. A significant difference in this regard
was reported by Kells and Kirkwood (1979) in their study. In
the Middle States region, 70% of the respondent institutions
cited strong and appropriate leadership as a major strength,
while approximately 10% cited the absence of same as a major
weakness. Further, Kells and Kirkwood showed that the respon-
ses on motivation and those regarding the commitment of the
top leadership were "most significantly" related to perceived
satisfaction. In this study, the researcher found these same
variables not to be significantly related v;ith any satisfac-
tion measures. A discussion of these findings follows later
in the study.
Forms of the self-study . Kells (1972) pointed out that be-
cause of varying institutional circumstances, and especially
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because the capacity of a particular institution to sustain
a significant and systematic level of institutional research
may be far greater or far less than that of another institu-
tion, self-study approaches should be designed to accommodate
these factors. This was indeed the principal rationale uti-
lized by both the Middle States Association and the New England
Association in adopting five general approaches to institu-
tional self-study (see Chapter I) . They did so in an effort
to facilitate more effective self-studies in response to dif-
ferent institutional needs, circumstances, and capacities.
In Figure B, the attributes of the forms are presented,
and each form is placed on spectra of high or low extent of
comprehensiveness, external impetus, new effort expended, re-
lative focus on the current problems of the institution, and
apparent adequacy of ongoing institutional research. As in-
dicated earlier, the profile of use of the various forms is a
good general indicator of the capacity of the institution to
carry on continuous institutional research. When asked to
present general evidence of strengths, weaknesses, goal achieve-
ment and the like, those with strong, active research capaci-
ties chose a less com.prehensive form to focus on areas not
recently studied. Those with small or virtually non-existent
or non-active capacities find it necessary to undertake more
comprehensive studies.
The profile of forms selected by respondent institutions
is provided in Table 7
.
FIGURE B
ATTRIBUTES OF THE FORMS OF SELF-STUDY PROCESSES *
External
Impetus
Comprehen-
siveness
Extent of
New Effort
Expended
Focus on
Institution '
s
Current
Problems
HIGH HIGH HIGH LOW
FORM 1
(Comprehensive)
FORM 2
(Comprehensive
with Special
Emphases)
FORM 3
(Special Topics
Approach)
FORM 4
(Current Special
Study Approach)
FORM 5
(Regular Insti-
/|S
4^
4/
/IV
V
tutional
Research
Approach) LOW LOW LOW HIGH
*Kells and Kirkwood, 1979.
Adequacy of
Ongoing
Institutional
Research
LOW
HIGH
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TABLE 7
DETAILED ANALYSIS OF FORMS SELECTED
FOR INSTITUTIONAL SELF-STUDY PROCESS
(N = 37)
GENERAL FORM FREQUENCY (%)
Comprehensive 86.5%
Comprehensive but with One or More Special
Emphases 5.4%
Selected Topics 8.1%
Current Special Study Approach 0.0%
Regular Institutional Research Approach 0.0%
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It should be noted that 50% of the respondent institu-
tions did not know that various options for self-study were
available. This fact notwithstanding, the data strongly sug-
gest that very few of the institutions were able to call upon
the results of an ongoing, active, broadly based institution-
al research capacity to respond to basic questions about pro-
gram functioning, goal achievement, educational effectiveness,
strengths and weaknesses of processes, and the like. In short,
they didn't have a choice; they had to study comprehensively.
This finding is reinforced by the apparent lack of ef-
fort and support for the planning and research function within
the institutions themselves. Table 8 provides specific infor-
mation regarding percent of time allocated to this functional
area by the respondent institutions. Of the respondent insti-
tutions, 78.4% indicated that they did not employ a full-time
staff person to carry out this function. Further, almost 57%
of those who did employ a full-time planning and research
staff member allocated less than 10% of staff time to this
function. Forty percent indicated an allocation of 11 to 30%
and 3% devoted from 51 to 60% of staff time. It is also dis-
heartening to note that 50% of the respondent institutions
indicated that the planning/research staff member was either
not extensively involved or not involved at all in the self-
study process of their institutions.
Kells and Kirkwood (1979) in their original study on 208
institutions of higher education in the Middle States region
51
TABLE 8
DETAILED SUMMARY OF PLANNING/RESEARCH
CAPACITY LEVEL OF RESPONDENT
FREQUENCY (%)
Employ Full-Time Staff
Yes 21.6%
No 78.4%
If not/ Percentage of Staff Time Allocated
to Function
0 % 10 . 0 %
I - 10% 46.7%
II - 20% 23.3%
21-30% 16.7%
31-40% 0.0%
41-50% 0.0%
51 - 60% 3.3%
61 - 100% 0.0%
Degree of Involvement in Self-Study Process
Very involved
Involved 15.6%
Not very involved 25.0%
Not involved at all 25.0%
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indicated that associate degree granting institutions were
disproportionately represented among those institutions which
had utilized the selected topic approach to institutional self-
study. Although not stated conclusively, the researchers im-
plied that the planning/research capacities of these institu-
tions were at such a level that they were able to participate
and utilize these functions appropriately. This is certainly
not the case for a significant number of institutions in the
New England region. Table 9 indicates that a good proportion,
almost 73%, do not believe that there is a strong relationship
between the planning and research function and satisfactory
completion of the self-study process. However and of special
significance to this study was the fact that, despite v;hat
seems to be evidence to the contrary, a significant statisti-
cal relationship was established between participation in non-
traditional forms of institutional self-study and the availa-
bility of full-time planning and research capability. Those
few institutions that did employ a full-time staff member in
this area were more likely to participate in non-traditional
forms of self-study where greater emphasis is placed on the
availability of current and active institutional research
(significant at the .05 level, Chi Square value 5.02) .
In order to see how choice of form and planning/research
capacity varied across the range of institutional character-
istics, statistical associations were examined. Aside from
the previously stated relationship between choice of
form and
r
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TABLE 9
PERCEIVED RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN INSTITUTIONAL
PLANNING/RESEARCH AND SATISFACTORY COMPLETION
SELF-STUDY PROCESS (N = 37)
FREQUENCY (%)
Very Strongly Related 27.3%
Related 27.3%
Not Very Related 36.4%
Not Related at All 9.1%
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full-time planning capacity, choice of form appears to be
statistically unrelated to all of the institutional charac-
teristics, as well as, all other factors associated with
planning and research. The only exception was in relation-
ship to institutional size. Smaller institutions are less
likely to utilize non-traditional forms of self-study, pre-
sumably because of their lack of capabilities within the
function areas of planning and research (significant at .05,
Chi Square value of 3.9).
Of special significance to this study is the fact that
choice of form, i.e., traditional (comprehensive) or non-
traditional (all other options)
,
is not significantly related
to
:
* percent of time allocated to the planning/research
function when ^ full-time person is employed in
this area;
* the degree of involvement in the self-study process
by the planning/research staff member; and
* factors related to the perception that there is a
relationship between planning and research capacity
and satisfactory completion of the process.
Correspondingly, factors associated with planning and
research capacity, involvement with the self-study process,
and the perceived relationship to satisfactory completion
were examined in light of all institutional characteristics
of the respondent institutions. Significant relationships
were limited to the following:
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Size and full-time planning/research capacity
. In-
stitutions with 1,000 or more students are more apt
to employ full-time staff in these functional areas
(significance established at .05 level, Chi Square
value 6.959)
.
Age and percent of time allocated to these functions.
Older institutions (11 years or more) are more apt to
allocate a percentage of time (albeit limited) to these
areas than younger institutions (significance estab-
lished at .05 level, Chi Square value 6.72).
It is apparent that for those institutions which are
larger (1,000 to 5,000 students), and older (11 years or more),
they are more likely to allocate time to the functional areas
of planning and research. To the extent that the level of
commitment is full-time, the more likely these institutions
are to exercise the option of engaging in non-traditional
forms of self-study.
Special FOCI of study and use of outcome studies . Of special
concern to this study was an examination of the specific
areas that were studied in the institutional self-studies of
the respondent institutions. The emphasis is not the w^ as
opposed to the and is of particular interest because it
permits one to examine the order of priority of study in
light of current conditions in American higher
education, as
well as the extent of interest in the use of
outcome studies.
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that is, how well the goals of the institution are being
achieved. Information concerning the specific areas studied
is presented in Table 10. It is interesting to note that when
given the opportunity to concentrate on high priority areas,
institutions showed the greatest preference for financial pro-
blems, curriculum or program review, student services, and
finally, governance. This is generally consistent with the
Kells and Kirkwood study, with the exception of the area of
finances. In that study, the category of "financial pro-
blems" was listed in the low to middle range of respondents
—
clearly not a high priority item.
The targeted areas of specific outcomes studies appear
to be in line with the general view of institutional prio-
rities associated with the community- junior college sector.
It is somewhat surprising, but heartening, to note the atten-
tion being given to better serving students, as evidenced by
the emphasis placed on follow-up studies, basic skills, at-
trition and retention studies , and opinions about programs
and services for students. In view of the rather limited
response to factors associated with planning/research capa-
bilities, it would be interesting to determine how these
studies are all being conducted and by whom.
Satisfaction with self-study process . A specific intent of
this study was to determine the level of perceived
satisfac-
tion with the process and the perceived degree
of usefulness
L
TABLE 10
DETAILED ANALYSIS OF SPECIAL FOCI STUDIED ^ND FREQUENCY OF OUTCOMES
STUDIES IN INSTITUTIONAL SELF-STUDIES (N«37)
In self-studies which utilized a "comprehensive with special emphases"
approach, a "selected topics" approach, or a "current special study"
approach, the following areas, problems were studied ^ depth .
(%) *
Financial problems 16.2%
Governance or some aspect of it 10.8%
Institutional research studies 5.4%
Goals/outcomes/effectiveness studies 5.4%
Curriculum or program review 13.5%
Student services (or some aspect thereof) 13.5%
Enrollment/admissions problem 8.1%
Remedial developmental education 8.1%
General education-career education relationship 13.5%
The organization of the institution 10.8%
Fund raising/financial development 8.1%
Faculty development 10.8%
The library/learning resources 8.1%
Long-range planning 10.8%
Other 10.8%
Specific outcomes studies attempted: (either through the self-study
or through a thorough examination of the results of recent studies
conducted under other auspices)
.
Alumni
follow-up studies 59.5%
college records regarding placement 54.1%
Attrition and retention studies 67.6%
Student Development
basic sJcill abilities 45.9%
higher order cognitive sjcills
(critical thinlcing, evaluation, etc.) 8.1%
discipline subject matter exams Ocnowledge) .... 13.5%
vocational/career skill tests 16.2%
studies of personal development, values, etc.... 13.5%
Opinions of students about program or services 51.4%
Other 2.7%
* Per Cent of Respondent Institutions
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of the study to the institution and to the visiting team which
followed the study. Table 11 presents the results of four of
the items. It appears as though staff members who had been
very closely involved with designing, coordinating and car-
rying out the self-studies were moderately enthusiastic about
the benefits which resulted. The level of satisfaction was
very consistent with the levels reported by Kells and Kirk-
wood (1979)
,
and greater than those reported by Romaine
(1975) in his study of some entire accreditation processes.
The perception about how aware and positively inclined most
of the general groups in the academic community were about
the self-study processes varied from about 87% for adminis-
trators to about 14% for students.
Specific areas where respondents had indicated improve-
ment occurred and the extent to which the self-study was the
causative factor are identified in Table 12. It is interest-
ing to note that the three major areas cited for improvement
primarily as a result of the self-study process were:
* Better planning processes (33.3%)
* Academic programs (31.3%)
* Determination of priorities (30.0%)
Keeping in mind the rather limited response reflecting
the degree of current involvement in planning/research
efforts
and the apparent degree to which respondents did not
feel that
these two functions were related to satisfactory
participation
I
TABLE 11
GENERAL SATISFACTION MEASURES FOR INSTITUTIONAL SELF-STUDY PROCESSES (N= 37)
(%) *
In light of institution's reasons for choosing
self-study format, it was a good choice:
Generally, yes 80.6%
Qualified, yes 16.7%
Generally, no 0.0%
Definitely, no 2.8%
The self-study process resulted in real improvement
at the institution:
Definitely, yes • 44.4%
Probably, yes 41.7%
Probably, no ' 11.1%
Definitely, no 2.8%
study thought it was:
Very useful 22.2%
Useful 75.0%
Not very useful •. 2.8%
Not useful at all 0.0%
Regarding the Self-Study Process, most people on campus
Were
real-
ly
aware
of
it
.
Were
a-
ware
but
had
no
opinion
for
lack
of
infor-
ma
t-
1
on
Were
a-
ware
of
it
and
thought
it
to
be
use-
ful
.
Were
a-
ware
of
it
but
thought
it
neith-
er
useful
lor
harmful
Were
a-
ware
of
it
but
thought
it
harmful
.
% % % % %
Most Board Members 29.7 8.1
.
54.1 5.4 2.7
Most Administrators 0.0 0.0 86.5 10.8 2.7
Most Faculty 2.7 2.7 59.5 32.4 2.7
Members
Most Students 48.6 10.8 13.5 24.3 2.7
* Percentage of Respondent Institutions
TABLE 12
Di;T.a Lr.D AN.^-’.VSTS or SPnCIFIC AP.EAS '••HSRE IMP'"^OVEMEMT
OCCUKRT.D Aljn THE EXTP:r:T THK SEI. F-37L’DY PROCESS V.';\S
THE CAUSATIVE FACTOR (N = 37)
Sriocific Areas of
Institutional
Improvement
Improve-
ment came
primarily
from the
self-
study
Improve-
ment
caused
equally
by self-
study
and team
visit
Improve-
|
ment came
primarily
from team
visit
No Impro''e-
ment or im-
provement
not caused
by self-
study at
all
Academic Programs 31.3% 40.6% 0.0% 23.1%
Functioning of the Board . . .
Deteruineition of
3.8% 3.8% 11.5% 80.8%
Priorities 30.0% 36.7% 3.3% 30.0%
Governance/Organization ....
Funding levels from
22.2% 29.6% 11.1% 37.0%
sponsors 8.0% 8.0% 0.0% 84.0%
Better policies 28.6% 35.7% 3.6% 32.1%
Better procedures 26.7% 50.0% 3.3% 20.0%
Better planni.ng processes . .
Better institutional
33.3% 25.9% 3.7% 37.0%
research 7.7% 11.8% 3.8% 76.9%
Student services 17.6% 32.1% 10.7% 39.3%
Faculty/staff development .
.
27.6% 27.6% 6.9% 37.9%
Reallocation of resources . 15.4% 11.5% 0.0% 73.1%
Library/learning resources . 17.2% 31.0% 3.4% 48.3%
Average response 20.72% 26.48% 4.71% 48.03%
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in self-study, the responses to these items appear to be in-
consistent. It is also important to note that the response
scales are definitely weighted towards the end reflecting
"no improvement or that improvement was not caused by self-
study process at all". The average rate of response by the
participating institutions indicating no improvement was
48.03% compared to a rate of response of 20.72% for those
institutions who thought that improvement came primarily
from the self-study conducted. It is clear that when asked
in general terms whether the self-study process resulted in
real improvement, a significantly higher response was pro-
vided than when asked within the context of specific activi-
ties of the college. Given the fact that most of the res-
pondent institutions (86.5%) had conducted the more tradi-
tional form of institutional self-study (comprehensive) it is
very likely that one of the major outcomes of this approach
is that participants are less likely to see real improvement
in specific areas of the college.
Data concerning the perceived major strengths and weak-
nesses of the self-study processes are provided in Table 13.
When all of the institutional characteristics (including
items related to planning and research capacity) , selected
process characteristics and perceived major strengths and
weaknesses were examined in light of three of the major satis
faction measures—whether the self-study format selected
was
real improvement occurred anda good choice, whether any
TABLE 13
DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF PERCEIVED MAJOR STRENGTHS AND
WEAKNESSES OF IMSTITUTIONAL SELF-STUDY PROCESSES
(N = 37)
Major Strengths of the Self-Study Process
Great conmitnent to conduct study for
institutional improvement
Strong, appropriate support and
leadership provided at the top
of the institution
Active participation by desired
people was achieved
Goals were re-examined and/or clarified . . . .
Action to solve problems was initiated . . . .
Improvement occurred in one or more
major areas
Morale and awareness were enhanced on campus
Other (specify)
Major Weaknesses and/or Disappointments of the Self -
Study process :
Broad commitment to conduct the study for
institutional purposes was missing
Support and leadership from the top were
absent or weak
Adequate amount of participation never
really achieved
Representative participation not achieved . .
Concensus on problems never achieved ....
Problem solving not initiated
Little improvement ever resulted
No real effort to study educational outcomes
Increased morale and institutional awareness
not achieved
No relationship of self-study to planning
for the future
Other (specify) —
frequency (%) •
43.2%
51.4%
59.5%
64.9%
56.8%
56.8%
40.5%
2.7%
10 . 8 %
8 . 1 %
18.9%
8 . 1 %
10 . 8 %
13.9%
13.5%
24.3%
37.8%
13.5%
5.4%
Percent of Respondent Institutions
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whether those people actively involved in the process felt it
to be useful the only factors which were shown to be signi-
ficantly associated were as follow:
Size and real improvement - the larger the institution
(larger than 1,000) the more likely they were to feel
that real improvement had occurred (significance es-
tablished at .05 level, Chi Square value 9.915);
Active participation by desired people - (when listed
as a major strength) and Real Improvement - the higher
level of perception that the institution had success-
fully involved constituent groups in the process of
institutional self-study, the more likely they were to
perceive that real improvement had occurred (signifi-
cance established at .05 level, Chi Square value 4.13);
Structure (single campus versus multi-campus) and Peo-
ple actively involved thought the nrocess to be useful -
Campuses with single campus structure were more likely
to have constituent groups involved with the process
who perceive it to be generally useful (significance
established at .05 level, Chi Square value 17.49).
Since 94.6% of the respondent institutions had single
campus structures, this is not surprising.
Although not statistically associated, the factor associated
with full-time planning capacity was closely related to those
respondents who viewed real improvement taking place as
suit of the self-study (Chi Square value 3.6). No other
a re-
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factors seemed to be substantively or statistically signifi-
cant. Kells and Kirkwood (1979) in their study found that no
institutional variables were found to be significant. Only
perceived primary motivation (with internal improvement-
oriented motivation being positively associated with satis-
faction and vice versa)
,
perceived commitment of top leaders
at the institution (similarly associated) and satisfaction
with the choice of self-study form in light of institutional
circumstances were significantly associated with perceived
satisfaction. When listed as a strength of the process, as
in the case of this current study, high participation levels
on campus were found to be significantly associated with
perceived satisfaction. The factor found to be most consis-
tently associated with other satisfaction measures, process
characteristics and planning/research capacity was institu-
tional size , although this was not found to be the case in the
Kells and Kirkwood study. Caution is urged against assuming
or attaching much relevance to this since the institutions
participating in their study showed a greater diversity in
institutional size than the current study. Of the respondent
institutions in the New England region, 40.5% had enrollments
of less than 1,000 students and 54.1% had enrollment levels
between 1,000 to 5,000. This is generally characteristic of
community colleges nationally. Since the Kells and Kirkwood
study was concerned with all sectors of higher education
L
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within the Middle States region it would be expected that a
greater degree of institutional diversity would exist among
their respondents than those of this study.
Of special significance to this study, and specifically
to the hypothesis being tested, was the fact that choice of
form was not found to be significantly associated with the
perceived satisfaction of those actively involved with the
self-study process, the perception that the selection of
form was a good choice, and finally, the degree to which real
improvement was perceived to have resulted from the self-study
process
.
CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The major purpose of this inquiry has been to study the
relationship of selected institutional practices to the level
of satisfaction and internal usefulness of the accreditation
self-study process among a select group of community- junior
colleges within the New England region. Specific attention
was given to the extent and sophistication of institutional
research and planning as ongoing processes. Selected pro-
blem areas identified for additional analysis included per-
ceived level of institutional improvement and cause, specific
focus of the self-studies conducted, perceived motivation,
and perceived commitment of the leaders of the institution
to productive self-study.
The study was an extension of the study previously con-
ducted by Kells and Kirkwood (1979) in the Middle States re-
gion. That study included in its sample all segments of
higher education. Among other conclusions, it pointed out
that associate-degree-granting institutions were dispropor-
tionately represented among those institutions sampled and
had selected an alternative form of institutional self-study
which places great emphasis on the capacity of the institu-
tion to conduct a systematic, ongoing program of institutional
research and planning. This researcher believed that these
66
i
67
issues required further examination, given the fact that
li^itad attention had been devoted to them and in view of
evidence characterizing the community- junior college sector
as not being fully developed in regard to the research and
planning functions.
Fifty-two community- junior colleges out of a total of
80 within the New England region were selected to partici-
pate. To be eligible to participate institutions had to
have experienced accreditation review for reaffirmation pur-
poses at least once. The study was endorsed by both the New
England Association of Schools and Colleges (Commission on
Institutions of Higher Education) and the New England Junior
College Council. The instrument utilized for the study was
that used in the Kells-Kirkwood study, with appropriate
modifications made to reflect the specifically targeted group
of two-year institutions. The usuable response rate to the
instrument was 71% or 37 institutions.
The major findings of the study reflected a significant
lack of involvement in non-traditional forms of institutional
self-study by community- junior colleges within the New Eng-
land region. These same institutions have a very low capaci-
ty, if not interest, in carrying out the institutional re-
search and planning functions of the college. Despite very
strong evidence provided by those knowledgeable about the
relationship of planning and research to the self-study
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process, and in fact to managing the institution, in general,
practitioners within the two-year college sector do not
share this view, nor are they sensitive to the nature of the
interdependent relationship.
Specific findings from this retrospective analysis of a
sample of institutional self-study processes suggests the
following
;
1. Continuous, broadly conceived, fairly complete pro-
grams of institutional research and self-study are
still not widely present in community- junior col-
leges. The planning/research function within
community- junior colleges is still not well devel-
oped and in most cases not functioning at all. The
majority of the institutions who responded to this
study indicated that they employed no full-time
staff and devoted less than 30% of any one staff
member's time to the function.
2. The institutional planning and research functions
Q^j-0 not seen by two-year institutions as critical
to the self-study process. The majority of insti-
tutions who responded did not see that there was
a strong relationship between the planning-research
function and satisfactory completion on the self-
study process.
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3. Institutions that do employ a full-time staff mem-
ber usually are more pleased with the results, the
degree of involvement of staff, and are more able
to perceive that improvement has occurred in speci-
fic areas of the college.
4. The profile of use of self-study forms is a good
indicator of the capacity of institutions to carry
on continuous institutional research. Those with
small or virtually non-existent capacities find it
necessary to undertake more comprehensive self-
studies. For those institutions that do employ
full-time planning/research staff, the likelihood
that they would participate in other than comprehen-
sive self-studies and be more satisfied with the
process appears to be very positive.
5. Selection of the form of self-study is related to
the degree of satisfaction with the self-study pro-
cess, and the perception that real improvem.ent has
occurred in specific areas of the college. Insti-
tutions that select the comprehensive self-study
format are apt to be only moderarely satisfied and
will see little or no improvement in specific areas
of the college that can be directly attributed to
the self-study itself. The converse is true for
other-than comprehensive formats.
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6. Participants in self-study are primarily motivated
by internal factors rather than external factors.
Respondent institutions within the New England re-
gion were considerably less motivated by internal
factors than those in the Middle States region
study conducted by Kells and Kirkwood. Participants
also cited a lower level of "strong and appropriate
leadership" as being a major factor and/or strength
of the self-study process in this study than in the
Middle States region.
7. Two-year institutions within the New England region
devote considerably less time to the self-study
process and involve fewer people than in other re-
gions of the country. A significant minority
—
almost 25%—involved no study committees at all in
the self-study process. This is despite rather
strong statistical evidence that the active parti-
cipation of constituent groups in the self-study
process is positively associated with general satis-
faction and listed as the major strength of the pro-
cess by those that did involve others.
8.
With the exception of the already stated relation-
ship which exists between full-time planning/research
capacity and selection of self-study form, no other
factor related to planning/research appears to be
significantly associated with selection of form.
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Major conclusions
. The primary conslusion that can be made
from these specific findings is that an institution's abi-
lity to benefit from institutional self-study is directly
related to their comjnitment to the planning and institu-
tional research functions within their operation. The
greater the commitment, as reflected by percent of staff
time allocated to these functions, the more likely they are
to participate in alternative modes of institutional self-
study, be more pleased with the results, and more able to
that real institutional improvement has occurred in
specific areas of the college.
Further, the findings suggest that regional associa-
tions, and graduate education programs must provide more
direct leadership, if not involvement, in establishing the
proper institutional climate to foster the development of
effective self-study procedures and short-and-long-range
planning activity within institutions. A more detailed
discussion of these findings follows.
Some implications for regional associations practitioners
and the profession . Regional associations, charged with the
responsibility for conducting periodic review of institu-
tions for the purposes of maintaining and enhancing both
quality and diversity of higher education must improve their
services to institutions, particularly the community-junior
college sector. Much has been assumed about these colleges
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as regards their structure, responsiveness, and commitment
to provide a wide spectrum of educational services that will
present significant problems in the future. Their enroll-
ment growth and proliferation of programs have been due
largely to their proximity and availability to local con-
stituents, rather than sound planning and institutional re-
search. In fact, not much appreciation is shown for these
two functions at all.
As we move more directly into what the Carnegie Commis-
sion refers to as the "demographic depression," the pressures
will also be felt by the community college to continue to
accommodate new market demands in the face of diminishing
financial resources and closer scrutiny by state and legis-
lative officials. In view of this dilema, regional asso-
ciations must place greater emphasis on the accreditation
process and encourage the active and ongoing review of edu-
cational outcomes within the context of the stated mission
and goals of these institutions. As Bowen (1979) indicates:
There have been few systematic ongoing efforts to
assess outcomes, and certainly few cases where the
study of outcomes have been linked with management.
Such studies are urgently needed if institutions
are to have better information for management and
accountability, and if the profession is to learn
more about the consequences of alternative proce-
dures and methods. Without such knowledge, insti-
tutions are destined merely to follow tradition,
or to do what is expedient in light of prevailing
pressures of the market and of politics or to be
vulnerable to every fad that sweeps through the
education community, or to manage by intuition,
or to do some of all four.
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Given the fact that, at least in the Northeast region,
community- j unior colleges devote less time to self-study,
spend few dollars, and neither employ planning/research
staff, nor appreciate the value of these same functions
within the context of ongoing institutional self-study,
greater emphasis must be placed by the associations on the
proper design of the self-study process. These designs
must take into consideration particular circumstances and
needs of specific institutions. The new approaches to self-
study go a long way toward satisfying this need, but the
majority of the institutions do not know that these options
exist. Periodic and regional workshops for not only poten-
tial visiting team members and chairpersons, but also for
steering committee members and institutional leaders, would
seem to be essential.
For practitioners, and more specifically, institutional
leaders, the issue is one of survival. Despite the fact
that many indicate, most particularly the recent Carnegie
Study that the community- junior college sector is not in
great danger of the same problems faced over the next 20
years by other sectors of higher education, that perception
is not shared by this author and by other community college
practitioners. Given the era of diminishing resources, the
dependence on student revenues as a proportion of total
budget, coupled with local and state "tax issues," the
community- junior colleges are apt to be the first to feel the
pinch, because of their proximity to the heart of their res-
pective communities. The need to demonstrate what we do,
how well we do it, for whom, and with what results is pro-
nounced. The cornerstone of appropriate and high quality
responsiveness to needs and market demands is an ongoing
planning and research capacity. It is crucial to exercise
these functions, if we hope to be able to continue to serve
the needs of our constituents. The future patterns of con-
sumer activity in higher education will be consistent with
the concept of entry and re-entry. People will be defining
for themselves the critical points of both in terms of avail-
able opportunities with an unprecedented degree of freedom.
The challenge to our institutions is to accommodate this
cycle in a manner that is cost-effective, high quality, and
maintains our institutional integrity. It can be done, but
without knowing or establishing an appropriate information
base so that informed decisions can be made, we will lose
our dynamism and flexibility and become the focus of dis-
satisfied expectations.
For the professional peer, a very thorough review of
current practices within the programs designed to educate
practitioners is required. Are we emphasizing the role of
institutional research and planning too little in our grad-
uate programs? What role should we play in the
education
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of practitioners to planning, management, and evaluation sys-
tems in higher education? Are we stressing this at all?
Should we not stress perhaps more field-based experience
where the theoretical can be brought into closer consis-
tency to the practical level of implementation? By failing
to do so, do we not run the risk of placing our graduates
in situations where they are controlled by their working
environments rather than proactively changing and restruc-
turing them to accommodate new trends and needs? Why is it
that a greater number of administrators are leaving the
profession because of their inability to cope with dynamic
and sometimes difficult management situations?
The answers to all these questions are multiple. The
important point to keep in mind is that they are available.
The need for ongoing and continuous review of programs and
curricula is not just true for people in the field but rather
for those programs that are responsible for preparing the
practitioner. If these programs are not responsive to the
need for a highly trained and well-educated person who can
play a critical role in the process of administering their
institutions over the next 20 to 30 years, we will really
fail
.
Finally, a recent report in the Chronicle o^ Higher
Education ( February 28, 1980 ) provides the following
relevant excerpt from the soon to be published final
report
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of the Carnegie Council of Policy Studies in Higher Educa-
tion entitled Three Thousand Futures; The Next 20 Years :
Our version of the future is instead, that pro-
blems, lie ahead, but that there are reasonable
solutions to most, if not all of them; that it
is better to plan to meet the future effectively
than to just fear it as a new dark age.
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NEW ENGLAND ASSOCIATION
i~i~i I O 1 ) L t s I \ r U K \ !’ 1 K L B L'
OF SCHOOLS AND COLLEGES. INC.
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MEMORANDUM
TO : Chief Executive Officers
New England Cornmunity/Junior Colleges
and Technical Institutes
FROM: William J. MacLeod
Director of Evaluation
Commission on Institutions of
Higher Education
New England Association of Schools and Colleges
RE : Research Project on Institutional
Self-Study and Related Activity
DATE: September 5, 1979
The Commission on Institutions of Higher Education (NEASC) is cooperating with
the New England Junior College Council (NEBHE) jointly endorsing a research
project which seeks to gather, systematically and anonymously from two-year
degree granting institutions within the New England region, facts about and
reactions to the self-study process employed, the perceived impact of the
process, and suggestions for future processes. It is expected that the study
will generate important data to improve the effectiveness of the institutional
self-study in our region. Your participation is needed and requested.
The Research Director for the project is Philip R. Day, Jr., Director of
Planning, Research and Development at the University of Maine at Augusta.
Institutions participating in the study are those which have conducted institu-
tional self-studies and have been reviewed for accreditation purposes d-uring
the period of July 1970 to June 1979. The investigation will also be limited
to those institutions that participated in the process as a means of reaffirming
initial accreditation.
A copy of the instrument is attached, accompanied by a stamped return envelope.
We appreciate your cooperation and support for our continuing efforts to improve
the self-study process for two-year colleges.
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MEMORANDUM
TO: CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICERS
NEW ENGLAND COMMUNITY/JUNIOR COLLEGES
AND TECHNICAL INSTITUTES
FROM: SISTER MARGARET JOHN KELLY, PRESIDENT
NEW ENGLAND JUNIOR COLLEGE COUNCIL
RE: RESEARCH PROJECT ON INSTITUTIONAL SELF-STUDY
AND RELATED ACTIVITY
DATE: SEPTEMBER 21. 1979
For the past several years the New England Junior College Council
has been reviewing and discussing the accreditation process - its impact
on two-year colleges, strengths and weaknesses, and methods for improve-
ment. The Council has been hampered by the lack of substantive information
upon which it could base its discussions and/or future recommendations.
The New England Association has also been hampered in this regard.
The Commission on Institutions of Higher Education (NEASC) and the
Council are jointly endorsing a research project which will provide
valuable information on the state of the art, the perceived impact of the
process, and suggestions for future processes. It is expected that the
study will generate important data to improve the effectiveness of the
institutional self-study for two-year colleges throughout our region.
Your participation is needed and requested.
A copy of the instrument is attached, accompanied by a stamped return
envelope. We appreciate your cooperation and support.
'lev. bo.iro
-
I's V"*:s O'ilSl 'TeicoHcnc 61'-23^-80.
1
APPENDIX B
LIST OF PARTICIPATING INSTITUTIONS
85
NEW ENGLAND ASSOCIATION OF SCHOOLS AND COLLEGES, INC.
I ( I M I I > I I I \ II K \ 1' I K I II ' K 1 I I . N \
COMMISSION ON INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION
CONNECTICUT NEW HAMPSHIRE
Asnuntuck Community College 1977
Hartford College for Women 1972
Housatonic Community College 1977
Manchester Community College 1977
Mattatuck Community College 1977
Middlesex Community College 1977
Mitchell College 1978
MohegcUi Community College 1976
Northwestern Connecticut
Community College 1977
Norwalk Community College 1976
Post College (A & B) 1977
Saint Thomas Seminary Junior
College 1973
Tunxis Community College 1978
Colby-Sawyer College (A & B) 1977
White Pines College 1977
RHODE ISLAND
Rhode Island Junior College 1974
VERMONT
Green Mountain College (A & B) 1970
MAINE
University of Maine at Augusta 1978
MASSACHUSETTS
Bay Path Junior Collage
Bradford College (A & B)
Bristol Community College
Cape Cod Community College
Dean Junior College
Endicott College
Fisher Junior College
Lasell Junior College
Massachusetts Bay Community
College
Massasoit Community College
Middlesex Community College
Mount Ida Junior College
Mount Wachusett Community
College
Quins igamond Community College
Springfield Technical Community
College
Wentworth Institute (A S B)
Worcester Junior College
1975
1978
1976
197.7
1970
1976
1975
1972
1977
1976
1973
1975
1977
1978
1976
1977
1976
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NEW ENGLAND ASSOCIATION OF SCHOOLS AND COLLEGES, INC.
^
. \ I ; K \ I’ I K . i I S ( . ( '
COMMISSION ON VOCATIONAL, TECHNICAL, CAREER INSTITUTIONS
CONNECTICUT
Hartford State Technical College 1973
Norwalk State Technical College 1973
Thames Valley State Technical College 1973
Waterbury State Technical College 1973
MAINE
Eastern Maine Vocational-Technical Institute 1978
Northern Maine Vocational-Technical Institute 1978
Southern Maine Vocational-Technical Institute 1979
MASSACHUSETTS
Becker Junior College 1979
Newbury Junior College 1977
NEW HAMPSHIRE
New Hampshire Technical Institute
New Hampshire Vocational-Technical College
at Berlin
New Hampshire Vocational-Technical College
at Claremont
New Hampshire Vocational-Technical College
at Laconia
New Hampshire Vocational-Technical College
at Manchester
New Hampshire Vocational-Technical College
at Nashua
New Hampshire Vocational-Technical College
at Portsmouth
1972
1979
1976
1977
1977
1977
1979
RHODE ISLAND
None
VERMONT
Champlain College 1975
APPENDIX C
SURVEY INSTRUMENT
SURVEY CONCERNING EXPERIENCE
WITH INSTITUTIONAL SELF-STUDY
AND RELATED ACTIVITIES - 1970 -1979 *
SELF-STUDY RESEARCH PROJECT
Endorsed by:
New England Association of
Schools and Colleges, The
Commission on Institutions
of Higher Education
New England Junior College
Council (New England Board
of Higher Education)
Research Director:
Philip R. Day, Jr.
Director of Planning, Research
and Development
University of Maine at Augusta
*The Researcher wishes to acknowledge that the instrument
utilized as a basis for this study was developed by
Dr. Robert Kirkwood, Executive Director, Commission on
Higher Education, Middle States Association of Colleges
and Schools, and Dr. Herbert Kells, Professor of Higher
Education, Rutgers University.
DCriNTTIONS roR Rr.FRREf.’ci: ruRrounn...
FORMS or CEI.F-r.TUPY
An institution seeking initinl accreditation must use the
Comprehensive Self-Study described below as part of the eval-
uation process. The self-study form for a re-evaluation de-
pends on current circumstances, particularly upon the degree
to which an institution makes habitual and skillful use of
self-study techniques on its own accord. Institutions are
invited to discuss the po.ssibilitics with a member of the
Commission's staff well in advance of the anticipated date
of evaluation.
Five basic forms of self-study are available. Ofliet a.'c
poi.sibLc, /laccvtt, md imij be deveZo'ped in ccunittaticn icic'i the CoitnUiion
s-taa'li.
a. COMPREHENSIVE: the most common type of institutional
review, in which every major aspect of program,
governing and supporting structures, resources and
services, and educational outcomes is appraised in
relation to an institution's self-defined objectives.
A comprehensive self-study is usually the desirable
one unless an institution has recently conducted
a thorough and comprehensive self-evaluation on
its own or has a regular program of internal in-
stitutional research which would render this approach
repetitious or unprofitable. Even then, the Commission
may require it.
b. GENERAL EVALUATION WITH CERTAIN E.MPH.ASES : This
option is a refinement of the basic comprehensive
self-study, useful for institutions wishing to
give special attention to selected areas or issues
within the context of their overall objectives and
performance. This form involves a general review of
objectives, program, and supporting elements, followed
by an examination in depth of those aspects which are
of primary significance to an institution at a given
time. An institution might find it useful, for
example, to place special emphasis in its self-study
on its charter and trustees, its faculty and
teaching practices, and/or on the outcomes of its
total operation.
The solf-stvidy report covers both phases. The
"study guide" materials may be used as the basis
for the general part, or the ins'.:itution may
create its own format. The analysis of and report on
the special emphases may be presented in whatever
manner seems appropriate. The areas of special emphasis
selected should be ones of current and significant
concern for the institution and ones on which ex-
ternal judgment and criticism arc desired and likely
to bo useful, and which arc significant indices of
the competence of the institution's educational
performance. Both the format and the selection
of issues arc to be determined in, or after, dis-
cus.sions with the staff of the Commission, and a
detailed outline of the proposed study must be filed
witl» the Commission. Xembers of the visiting committee
will be selected in large part with the nature of
the spt'cial emphasis in mind.
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DEFINITIONS p,,, ^vo
FORMS OF SELF-STUDY
c. SELECTED TOPICS: concentration upon certain areas,
units, or aspects of an institution, when the basic
accreditv^bility of an institution can be readily verified
through available information and when intensive study
of selected functions or parts or choson aspects of
its work promises to be illuminating of the whole,
and more profitable to the institution.
After discussion with the Commission's staff, the
institution should present, early in the self-study
perioil, a detailed plan of action for approval. The
self-study will then need to produce:
1. a relatively brief introductory paper setting
forth the institution's aims and objectives,
describing its organization, programs, re-
sources, and outcomes, and providing such
quantitative data as are necessary: and
2. information in depth on the chosen areas
or topics.
The visiting team will be selected accordingly and
instructed to develop from the special topics a view
of the institution as a whole.
d. CURRENT SPECIAL STUDY: an institution making or
about to make a comprehensive and intensive study
of its educational program for curriculum revision,
long-range educational planning, or similar purposes
may request the Commission to accept the report of
such a study in place of a more conventional form of
self-evaluation
.
Where intensive self-study is to be carried on
over a period of several years, with different aspects
of the institution subjected to analysis in successive
years, the product of such self-studies may be reviewed
by small visiting committees each year, with an overall
review at the conclusion of the total study.
At the discussion with the Commission staff, a detailed
proposal should be presented, with evidence of the in-
stitution's ability to carry it out effectively, or, if
already complete, evidence that it has been a significant
enterprise. If the Commission approves, it will then
decide what further steps are necessary.
e. CONTINUING INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH EVALUATION: acceptance
of the product of an institution's regular prooram of
institutional research in fulfillment of the self-
study requirement, without further documentation other
than an introductory statement
.
Such a procedure will be considered only when institutional
research covering the general range and outcomes of an
institution's programs is a significant part of its
est.ablished procedures. The Commission will appoint a
small committee to examine the materials and to decide
whether more information or an extended visit is needed.
In any case, a limited visit is to be expected.
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SURVEY CONCERNTtW CXl'CRIKNCE WITH INSTITUTIONAL SELF-STUDY AND REUTED MATTERS (1970-1979)
(for non-rcsiionse follow-
up purposes only)
This instrument seeks to gather systematically and anonymously from Institutions in the
NEASC region which have conducted institutional self-studies and which have been reviewed
for accreditation purposes during the period June 1970 to June 1979, facts about and
reactions to the self-study process employed, the perceived impact of the process and
suggestions for future processes. Uc arc asking the person who acted as steering com-
mittee cliairperson or who coordinated the self-study (or some ocher knowledgeable person)
to complete the instrument and forward it back to the Research Director in the addressed
envelope provided. The Commission needs your participation in order to improve Che
effectiveness of the institutional self-study in our region.
********
1. Was your institution aware at Che start of the self-study Chat Che NEASC Comcission
on Higher Education is willing to consider the use of various approaches to self-
study as your institution prepared for the accreditation review?
Yes ( )1
No { )2
Don ' t Know ( )
3
2. Had your institution selected a self-study form before a Commission staff person
visited Che institution? (Keep in mind that institutions preparing for initial
accreditation must use a comprehensive approach.)
Yes ( )1
No ( )2
Don ' t Know ( )
3
3. Did the staff person suggest the use or further encourage the consideration of other
than a comprehensive approach?
Yes ( )1
No ( )2
Don ' t Know ( )
3
4. Did the institution respond favorably (accept the advice) to that suggestion?
Yes ( )1
No ( )2
N/A ( )3
5.
In what year did your institution initiate its self-study?
1970 ( )1
1971 ( )2
1972 ( )3
1973 ( )4
1974 ( )5
1975 ( )6
1976 ( )7
1977 ( )8
1978 ( )9
1979 ( )10
6.
What general form was chosen for self-study? (See back of cover page for
definitions.) Clxeck (\ ) one.
Comprehensive self-study
Comprehensive but with one or more special emphases
Selected topics approach
Current special study approach
Regular institutional research approach
( )1
( )2
( )3
( )4
( )5
If you used a "comprehensive with special emph.ases" approach,
a "selected topics'
approach, or a "current special study" approach, which of the
following areas, problem
or foci were stu< ir. some depth? Chack (y/) all
appropriate.
Financial problems or projections
Governance or some aspect of it
Institutional research studies
Coals/outcomcs/ef fcctivcness studies
A curriculum or program review of some kind . .
.
Student services (or some major aspect thereof)
An enrollmcnt/admissions problem
Remedial developmental education
( )1
( )2
( )3
( )i
( )5
( )6
(
( )8
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rage Four
7. (cont'd.)
G'-ncral cdiicntlon-carcer rducacion rclaclonohlp ( )9
The ur{;anlzallon o£ the In'.titucion ( ) iQ
Fund valsiiig/fln.inci.il development ( )ll
Faculty development ( )12
The libvary/lcarning resources ( )ij
Long-range planning ( )14
Other ( )15
NOTE: Those institutions which chose the "current special study" approach
should answer the remaining questions with respect to the study process
elected in lieu of a separate self-study initiated for NEASC.
8. If you chose to use the comprehensive self-study format, what were the reasons?
(If not, go on to <f9.) Check (/' ) all appropriate.
Commission requested it ( )1
Institution preferred a thorough review at the time ( )2
Administrative changeover; desired thorough review ( )3
Board of trustees requested comprehensive review ( )&
It had been too long since a major review had been conducted ( )5
Other ( )6
Don ' t know ( )7
9.
If you chose other than the traditional comprehensive self-study, what were the
major reason(s) for that choice? Check (\/) all appropriate.
Institutional or State Master Plan completed recently or underway ( )1
Other major institutional studies recently completed or underway ( )2
Recent previous NEASC evaluation ( )3
Institutional research studies and other information were available ... { )4
Desire to focus on specific institutional problems ( )5
Extensive staff participation could more readily be obtained
with the form chosen ( )6
A study conducted by a consulting agency indicated special needs ( )7
Other ( )3
10.
In general, in light of the institution's reasons for choosing the self-study format,
did it turn out to be a good choice? Qieck (/) one.
Generally, yes ( )1
Qualified yes ( )2
. Generally, no ( )3
Definitely no ( )4
11.
Would you choose that format again under similar circumstances?
(Check (.y
)
all appropriate.)
Yes (
Yes, but only with different commitment from top leadership ( )2
Yes, but only with different participation ( )3
Yes, but with different foci/topics (
No ( )5
Don ' t know (
12.
If no, or a qualified yes, why not? (Check (\/) all appropriate.)
Major campus problems were missed
Too superficial
Too risky or politically difficult
Other (please specify)
N/A ( )5
13. Was the evaluation team attuned to the nature
(Check (vO one.)
of the self-study approach used?
Definitely yes ( )1
Partially or Qualified yes ( )2
Generally, no ( )3
Definitely no ( )4
14. Did the NEASC evaluation team which visited the campus seem to feel that the
choice of self-study format h.ad been a good one for the Institution?
(Check (/) one.) Definitely yes ( )1
Partially or Qualified yes ( )2
Probably or Generally no ( )3
Definitely no ( )4
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15. Uld the KKASC cvalu.iLloii team which visited the campus seem to feel that the
cliolce pf^ self-study fornuit h.ad been a (,ood one for the team's Durooae?(Check (v ) one.) —'
Definitely yes ( )1
Partially or Qualified yes ( )2
Probably or Generally no ( )3
Definitely no ( )4
16. \Jh3t would you say was the major feellng(s) of those who were actively involved
In the self-study process conceriilns the reason for conducting It?
(Check (.}/
)
one or more.)
"We have to do it; NCASC demands It." ( )i
"We have to get ready for evaluation." ( )2
"We should do this for our own purposes." (improvement,
change, etc.) ( )3
Ocher (please specify)^
Don ' t know
( )4
( )5
17. Did the self-study process result in any real improvement at the institution?
(in programs or policies, or procedures?) (Check (/) one.)
Definitely yes ( )1
Probably yes ( )2
Probably no ( )3
Definitely no ( )4
18.
19.
20 .
21 .
22 .
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
IF YOU THINK THE SELF-STUDY PROCESS RESULTED IN IMPROVEMENT, IN WHAT AREAS DID
THEY OCCUR AND TO WHAT E.XTENT WAS THE SELF-STUDY PROCESS THE CAUSATIVE FACTOR?
(Check (v ) one per line.)
Academic programs
Functioning of the Board
Determination of priorities ..
Governance/Organizacion
Funding levels from sponsor(s)
Better policies
Better procedures
Better planning processes ,. . .
.
Better institutional research.
Student services
Faculty/staff development ....
Reallocation of resources ....
Library /learning resources ...
Improvement
came
primarily
from Che
self-study
Improvement
caused
equally
by self-study
and team visit
Improvement
came
primarily
from
team visit
No
Improvement
or
improvement
not caused by
self-study
at all
...( )1 .. ( )2 ... ( )3 .. ( )4
. .
. ( )1 .
.
( )2 ...( )3 .. ( )4
. .
. ( )1 . ( )2 . . . ( )3 .
.
( )4
. .
. ( u . ( )2 . . . ( )3 . ( )4
...( n .. ....( )2 .... ...( )3 .. ....( )4 ....;
. .
. ( )1 . . . . . ( )2 .... . . . ( )3 . ( )4
. .
. ( )1 . ( )2 .... ... ( )2 .. ( )4
. .
. ( )1 . ( )2 . . . ( )3 .
.
( )4
...( )1 .. .... ( )2 .... ...( )3 .. .... ( )4 .....
. .
. ( )1 . ( )2 ... ( )3 .. ( )4
. .
. ( )1 . ( )2 ... ( )3 .. ( )4
( )1 .
,
. . . . ( ) 7 .... ... ( )3 .. ( )4
... ( )1 .. .... ( )2 .... ...( )3 .. .... ( )4
HOW DID MOST PEOPLE ON T^ CAMPUS (by category) FEEL ABOUT THE SELF-STUDY PROCESS AND
ITS RESULTS? (be very frank ) (check (/) one per line)
Were really Were aware Were aware Were aware Were aware
unaware of but had no of it and of it, but of it , but
it opinion thought it thought it thought it
for lack of was useful neither was
information useful nor harmful
harmful (wasteful
,
too costly,
diverting)
.. ( )1 .. ... ( )2 ... ... ( )3 .. ... ( )4 ... ... ( )5 ..
.. ( )1 .. ... ( )2 ... ... ( )3 .. ... ( )4 ... ... ( )5 ..
.. ( U •• . .. ( )2 ... ... ( )3 .. ... ( )4 ... ... ( )5 ..
... ( )2 ... ...03.. ... ( )4 ... ...( )5 ..
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Serf ('j^) the self-study thought it ws.:
Very useful
( jj
Useful
( j 2
Not very useful ( )j
Not useful at all ( )4
36. ^^oximAt^ how long did the self-study process take, in overall term,
6 rao ( )
9 mo ( ) 2
12 rao ( ) 3
15 mo ( ) If
18 mo
( ) 5
21 no
( )6
24 mo (
more than 24 rao ( )g
37.
'faLr(/)^one*)
s^ecrlns, committee or coordinating group used in the proce
3 or less people .... ( ) 1 10- 12 people ( )44-6 people ) 2 13- 15 people ( )57-9 people ) 3 more than 15 people , ( )6
N/A
( )7
38. Check the approximate 2 of the St eerinR committee membershio who upta
Administrators 02 ( )1 41-502 ( )6
1-102 ( )2 51-602 ( )7
11-202 ( )3 61-702 ( )8
21-302 ( )4 71-802 ( )9
31-402 ( )5 81-902 ( )10
91-1002 ( )11
39. Faculty Members 02 ( )1 41-502 ( )6
1-102 ( )2 51-602 ( )7
11-202 ( )3 61-702 ( )8
21-302 ( )4 71-802 ( )9
31-402 ( )5 81-902 ( )10
91-1002 ( )11
40. Students 02 ( )1 21-302 ( )4
1-102 ( )2 31-402 ( )5
11-202 ( )3 41-502 ( )6
41. Board Members 02 ( )1 21-302 ( )4
1-102 ( )2 31-402 ( )5
11-202 ( )3 41-502 ( )6
42. Community (local geographic area) members 02 ( )1 21-302 ( )4
1-102 ( )2 31-402 ( )5
11-202 { )3 41-502 ( )6
43. Alumni 02 ( )1 21-302 ( )4
1-102 ( )2 31-402 ( )5
11-202 ( )3 41-502 ( )6
44. If the steering committee chairperson or coordinator was a faculty member, did he/she
have released-time from some normal duties during the self-study or during a large
part of it? (Check (/) one.)
Yes ( )1
No ( )2
(Administrator or Other)... N/A ( )3
45. If yes, approximate Z of released time: (check ( /^)
1-25X
26-502
( )1
( )2
51-752
76-1002
Don't Know
( )3
( )4
( )5
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A6. Ifliat of
sclf-stmly elfort (Include
data piociiaslng, supplies,
team visit costs.) (Check
funds was expended directly by the institution in the
estiia.Tted faculty releascd-tlme costs, printing, nnlllngs,
se^etai ial and Che like)? (Do not Include evaluation
( / ) one.
)
Have no Idea ( )
1
0-S2,500 ( )2
$2,501-$5,000 ( )3
$5,001-$7,500 ( )A
$7,501-$10,000 ( )5
S10,001-$12,500 ( )6
S12,501-$15,S0O ( )7
$15,501-$17,500 ( )8
$17,.S01-$20,000 ( )9
More than $20,000 ( )1Q
47.
How iTuany committees, task forces, or other groups were utilized in the self-study,
in addition to the steering committee? (Check (,/ ) one.)
No committees ( )1 7-9 ... ( )4
1-3 ( )2 10-12 ... ( )5
4-6 ( )3 13-15 ... ( )6
More than 15 .
. ( )7
48.
VJhat was the average size of the committees? (Qxeck (/) one.)
1-3 people .
.
( )1 10-12 people . .( )4
4-6 people . ( )2 13-15 people ...( )5
7-9 people . ( )3 over 15 people . .( )6
49.
Considering the persons who served on self-study committees or other work groups
of any kind and the number of individuals who carried out specific assignments in
the process
,
what was the total number of people involved? (Check ( ) one.)
0-25 .. ( )1 101-125 ... ....( )5
26-50 .. ( )2 126-150 . .
.
....( )6
51-75 .. ( )3 151-175 ... ....( )7
76-100 .. ( )4 176-200 ... ....( )8
More than 200.. ( )9
PER CENT (Z) OF CONSTITUENT GROUP WHICH THE NUMBER REPRESENTED BY GROUP:
(Check (/) one for each group.)
EXiMlPLE : Wliat % of the total faculty (full-time and part-time) did the faculty
members in the above group (in item 49) represent?
50. Faculty 1-5% ... ( )1 21-30% ... ( )5
6-10% ... ( )2 31-40% ... ( )6
11-15% ... ( )3 41-50% ... ( )7
16-20% ... ( )4 More than 50%. .( )8
51. Administration 1-5% ... ( )1 21-30% ... ( )5
6-10% ... ( )2 31-40% ... ( )6
11-15% ... ( )3 41-50% ... { )7
16-20% ... ( )4 More than 50%. .( )8
52. Students 0% ... ( )1 1.51-2% ., ( )5
0.1-0. 5% ... ( )2 2.1-3% ...
0.51-1.0% ... ( )3 3.1-4% ... ( )7
1.1-1. 5% ... ( )4 4.1-5% ... ( )8
More than 5%...( )9
53. Board Members 0% ... ( )1 31-40% .. ( )5
1-10% ... ( )2 41-50% ..
11-20% ... ( )3 More than 50%. .( )7
21-30% ... ( )4
54. Did your self-study include significant attempts to study the educational
and o
_
ther
outcomc.s-of the programs of the college in light of the goals ot the college
and/or
the progr.ams?
,
No ( )2
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55. If yes, vliat specific studies were artompted? (cither through the self-study
or through a thorougli examinatlou of the results of recent suudlcs conducted
under other auspices) (Check (/ ) all appropriate.)
Alumni follow-up studies:
Follow-up studies
College iccords regarding placement
Attrltion/rctentlon studies
Student development:
Basic skill abilities
Higher order cognitive skills (critical thinking, evaluation, etc).
Discipline subject matter exams (knowledge)
Vocational/carecr skill tests
Studies of personal development, values, etc
Opinions of students about programs or services
Other (specify)
( )1
( )2
( )3
( )A
( )5
( )6
( )7
( )8
( )9
( )10
56. What were the major strengths of your self-study? (Check (/) all appropriate.)
Great commitment to conduct study for institutional improvement ( )1
Strong, appropriate support and leadership provided at the top
of the institution ( )2
Active participation by desired people was achieved ( )3
Goals were re-examined and/or clarified ( )4
Action to solve problems was Initiated ( )5
Improvement occurred in one or more major areas ( )6
Morale and awareness were enhanced on campus ( )7
Other (specify) ( )8
57. Wliat were the major weaknesses and/or disappointments of the self-study?
(Check (\/) all appropriate.)
Broad commitment to conduct the study for institutional purposes
was missing ( )1
Support and leadership from the top were absent or weak ( )2
Adequate amount of participation never really achieved ( )3
Representative participation not achieved ( )A
Consensus on problems never achieved ( )5
Problem solving not initiated ( )b
Little improvement ever resulted ( )7
So real effort to study educational outcomes ( )8
Increased morale and institutional awareness not achieved ( )9
No relationship of self-study to planning for the future ( )10
Other (specify) ^
CHECK ONE ITEM PER CATEGORY PLEASE
58. In general, your institution found the NEASC/CIHE staff member's
. . . .
advice and information to be:
Excellent ( H
Good (
.
Fair (
Poor (
59. preparation for and understanding
of your situation to be: Excellent
Good ....
Fait . . .
.
Poor . . .
( )1
( )2
( )3
( )A
60 . In general, your
like Co be;
institution found the NEASC/CIIIE documents, handbooks, and the
Excellent
Good ....
Fair
Poor . . .
.
N/A
( )1
( )2
( )3
( )4
( )5
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61. In cuiinral, tl\n NFASC/CIHF. evulii.Ttlon lonm which visited your campus cxhlliitcd
thi: tollowlnj; clinractcrlstics
.... Technical com pc-.tence of thn tea tn members (use «n overall rating, realizing
that the quality may have varied across the team):
Excellent ( )1
Good ( )2
Fair ( )3
Poor ( )4
62 Usefulness of the advice given by the team :
Very useful ( )1
Useful ( )2
Not very useful ( )3
Not useful at all ( )4
63. The NEASC/CIIIE letter announcing the accreditation action and any follow-up
requirements or activities were (or will bo)
:
Very useful ( )1
Useful ( )2
Not very useful ( )3
Not useful at all ( )4
(Just a simple reaffirmation statement) ... N/A ( )S
6A. The overall evaluation I would make of the NE.\SC/CIHE self-study process and
the team visit
:
Very useful ( )1
Useful ( )2
Not very useful ( )3
Not useful at all ( )A
INSTITUTIONAL CHARACTERISTICS
(Check (/ ) one Item per category please .
)
65.
Type of accreditation review:
5-year review (first review after initial accreditation) ( )1
Regular 10-year review ( )2
66.
Type of institutional sponsorship:
Publicly supported
Private, non-profit support .
Private proprietary
67.
Campus structure:
Essentially a single campus institution
One campus of a multi-campus institution
' No campus (a campus-free college)
68.
Programs and degrees offered:
Liberal arts and sciences only
Predominantly liberal arts and sciences with some career
offerings (including vocational-technical)
Predominant ly c.arcer (including vocational-technical)
with some liber.al arts and sciences
Career (including vocational-technical) only
( )1
( )2
( )3
( )A
69 . Age of the institution :
New (less than five years old)
5-10 years
11-25 years
More than 25 years
70. Size of the student body (headcount):
Less than 1,000 students
More than 1,000 but loss than 5,000 students
More than 5,000 but less chan 15,000 students
More than 15,000 students
( )1
( )2
( )3
( )A
( )1
( )2
( )3
( )A
SEI,K-STl)DY UKS1.\KCII I'liO.IliCT
Page Ten
71. Uoi'.s your rust 1 tur i on employ a full-time staff member
ami iiint 1 tut lonal research?
in the area of planning
72.
Yes
Ko
If not, uh.nt percentage of staff time,
to thi.s function?
( )1
{ )2
if any, would you estimate Is allocated
02
1-102
.
11-202
21-302
31-f.02
Al-502
51 602
61-702
71-802
81-902
91-1002
( )1
( )2
{ )3
( )4
( )5
( )6
( )7
( )8
( )9
( )10
( )11
73. To what degree was planning/research staff mcmber(s) actively involved with the
self-study process?
Very involved ( )i
Involved ( )2
Not very involved ( )3
Not involved at all ( )4
7A. In general, how would you view the relationship between institutional planning/
research and satisfactory completion of the self-study process on your campus?
Very strongly related ( )1
Related ( )2
Not very related ( )3
Not related at all ( )4
75. General comments and reactions regarding the self-study and accreditation process
PLEASE PRINT OR TYPE.


